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CHAPTER I. THE PROBLEM 
The question "What is quality leadership?" brings many 
images to mind. The images of leadership that one person 
envisions can be entirely different from the images of the 
next person or the images can be the same in each individual. 
A tremendous amount of study and research has been done to 
identify, classify, understand, and improve leadership. 
One undeniable, universally accepted fact is that leader-
ship exists in any organization from the child's simple Kool-
Aid stand on the local street corner to the multiconglomerate 
international corporation. It is the quality of leadership 
within any organization that makes it successful, mediocre or 
a failure. It is no different with educational organizations. 
The quality of the educational organization's leadership 
determines how effective the organization becomes in producing 
a high quality product. Education produces the most important 
product of all, for it is the student who becomes the future 
leader. 
statement of Problem 
The publication The First Condition of Education Report 
(1990) published by the Iowa Department of Education states 
that the mission of the Department of Education "is to cham-
pion excellence in education through superior leadership" (p. 
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43). Excellence is the goal of every educator at all levels 
of education. 
This study was designed to investigate the following 
problem: What is the quality of leadership provided by the 
Iowa Department of Education to the fifteen merged area commu-
nity colleges? 
One of the stated goals in The First Condition of Educa-
tion Report is "to provide leadership to improve Iowa educa-
tion through systematic planning and quality assurance" (p. 
43). In the past year the researcher participated in a lead-
ership project for the National Center for Research in Voca-
tional Education - University of California at Berkeley. 
The project required spending time studying Iowa commu-
nity college administrators who were identified as effective 
leaders. In talking with these community college adminis-
trators, many expressed varied opinions and concerns about the 
leadership provided by the Iowa Department of Education. As a 
result of these discussions, the researcher undertook a study 
to help assess the quality of leadership provided by the Iowa 
Department of Education to the fifteen merged area community 
colleges. 
Purpose of the study 
The central purpose of this study was to determine the 
quality of vocational education leadership provided by the 
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Iowa Department of Education to the fifteen merged area commu-
nity colleges as perceived by community college administra-
tors. 
Objectives of the study 
The objectives of this study were the following: 
1. To establish a quality rating of the Iowa Department 
of Education vocational education leadership based 
on the Leader Attributes Inventory (Moss, Johansen, 
& Preskill, 1991). 
2. To establish a quality rating of the Iowa Department 
of Education's vocational education leadership based 
on the Iowa DOE leadership criteria published in The 
First Condition of Education Report. 
3. To describe the wide diversity of Iowa community 
college administrators according to the following 
demographic characteristics: 
a. Age 
b. Gender 
c. Education level 
d. Years of experience as a community college 
administrator 
e. Job titles of community college administra-
tors 
4. To determine which organization the community college 
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administrator feels should be providing leadership to 
the community colleges. 
Research Questions 
1. What are the demographic characteristics of the Iowa 
community college administrators? 
Specifically: 
a. by gender 
b. by age 
c. by education level 
d. by years of experience as a community college 
administrator 
e. by community college administrator job title 
2. What is the quality rating given by the community 
college administrator on the Leader Attributes 
Inventory (LAI)? 
Specifically: 
a. by overall rating by administrators 
b. by gender 
c. by age group 
d. by education level 
e. by years of experience as a community college 
administrator 
f. by community college administrator job title 
3. What is the quality rating given by the community 
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college administrator using The First Condition of 
Education Report (FCER) criteria? 
Specifically: 
a. by overall rating by combined administrators 
b. by gender 
c. by age group 
d. by education level 
e. by years of experience as a community college 
administrator 
f. by community college administrator job title 
4. Which organization (the area education agencies, 
community colleges, the Department of Education, pro-
fessional organizations, the regents universities, 
or regional planning councils) should be the primary 
provider of leadership to the community college? 
5. The Department of Education identified its three 
functions to education as leadership, regulation, and 
operational services. Which of these was chosen most 
often as number one by community college administra-
tors? 
6. Do community college administrators consider plan-
ning, research, advisory services, coordination of 
educational efforts, and development of information 
services to be leadership functions or management 
functions? 
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7. Do community college administrators feel the need to 
receive assistance in vocational education leadership 
at the community college level? 
8. Do community college administrators feel the DOE is 
providing adequate vocational education leadership? 
Research Hypotheses 
Based on the aforementioned research questions, the 
following null hypotheses were tested by this study. 
Hypothesis 1 
There is no significant difference in perceived quality 
of leadership when respondents are categorized on the basis of 
gender, age, education, experience, or job title for each 
variable in the Leader Attributes Inventory (LAI). 
Hypothesis 2 
There is no significant difference in perceived quality 
of leadership when respondents are categorized on the basis of 
gender, age, education, experience, or job title for each 
variable in the The First Condition Education Report (FCER). 
Hypothesis 3 
None of the LAI variables contributes to the prediction 
that adequate community college vocational education leader-
ship is being provided by the DOE as perceived by community 
College administrators. 
7 
Assumptions of the study 
This study was based on the following assumptions. 
1. The sample respondents were qualified and 
knowledgeable about the survey questions and answered 
them honestly. 
2. The survey instrument was valid and reliable to rate 
an institutional agency. 
3. Perceptions of community college administrators 
about Department of Education administrators were a 
valid way to assess quality leadership. 
Delimitations of the Study 
The following delimitations apply to this study. 
1. The chosen research sample was the total population. 
2. This research study is limited to the presidents, 
vice presidents, vocational deans, and vocational 
department heads/chairs/directors at Iowa's fifteen 
merged community colleges. The findings of this re-
search study are valid for the population studied and 
no attempt should be made to generalize them to any 
other population. 
3. Leadership and management are to be viewed as dis-
tinct entities in this study. Leadership and man-
agement can overlap into gray areas. Every attempt 
was made to keep them separate. 
8 
Definition of Terms 
The following terms were used for the purpose of this re-
search. 
Attribute - a characteristic, knowledge, or skill 
Community college administrators - presidents, vice 
presidents, vocational deans, vocational chair/director/ 
department heads 
DOE - Department of Education 
Educational leadership - provides formal and informal 
direction and guidance which ultimately enhances teaching and 
learning (Finch & McGough, 1982, pp. 7-8) 
FCER - The First Condition of Education Report 
F18 - initiate research for vocational education 
F19 - fund research for vocational education 
F20 - provide advisory services 
F21 - provide coordination of educational services 
F22 
- provide development of information services 
F23 - provide consultants who are readily available 
F24 - provide consultants who are well qualified 
Leadership quality - the ability to inspire vision, 
foster collaboration and ownership, exercise power effectively 
and enable others to act, and set the right context for 
the organization (Moss, Johansen, & Preskill, 1991, p.8) 
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Management - functions within an organization such as 
planning, budgeting, organizing, controlling, staffing, and 
directing 
MSQ16 - feel the need to receive assistance in vocational 
education leadership 
MSQ17 - feel adequate vocational education leadership is 
being provided by the DOE 
MSQ26 - rate leadership, regulation, operational services 
MSQ27 - rate activities as leadership or management 
functions 
MSQ28 - gender 
MSQ29 - age 
MSQ30 - education level 
MSQ31 - experience as community college administrator 
MSQ32 - job title of community college administrator 
Power - the potential of leadership to influence the 
behavior or attitudes of an organization in the direction 
desired by the leader. Power is a dynamic variable that 
depends on the relationship between the leader and the organ-
ization or between organizations. 
Ql - adaptable, open to change 
~ - achievement-oriented 
Ql - enthusiastic, optimistic 
Q1 - courageous risk-takers 
Q2 - communication 
QQ - decision-making 
QZ - problem-solving 
Q.§. - insightful 
Q2. - visionary 
Q1Q - accountable 
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Ql1 - willing to accept responsibility 
~ - motivation 
Qll - coaching 
Q11 - conflict management 
Q12 - appropriate uses of leadership styles 
11 
CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The term leadership brings many different meanings to 
mind when a person is asked to define it. Leadership takes on 
many different meanings even in a given situation which is 
influenced or controlled by the climate, the leader and the 
followers (Bennis, 1989). Quality leadership or poor leader-
ship is readily recognizable in an organization. It is more 
difficult to recognize, identify, and understand the factors 
that determine quality leadership or poor leadership. These 
factors are the keys to effective leadership. Bennis (1989) 
compared leadership to beauty. "It is hard to define, but you 
know it when you see it" (p. 1). 
Volumes of material have been written about leadership, 
which in itself is an indication of the importance and com-
plexity of leadership. Leadership in any organization is the 
key to success or failure. Parnell (1984) stated that "no 
quality is more vital to the success of community, technical, 
and junior colleges than leadership" (p. iii). 
The ultimate goal of educational leadership at any level, 
from the federal government down through the state level and 
from the higher education level to the local school district, 
is to continually improve the quality of education. 
Educational leadership provides the climate that produces 
a product just as in other organizations that produce a mar-
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ketable product. The only difference is that the product of 
education is people. People are the driving force behind the 
design and production of products in the world of work. 
Leadership is of immense importance in today's world. 
The sum total of leadership can make the difference between 
stifling, unresponsive bureaucracies and dynamic organizations 
(Kotter, 1988). 
Differences Between Management and Leadership 
Administration is made up of two functions: management 
and leadership. The following statements help to describe the 
difference between management and leadership (Bennis, 1989; 
Bjorkquist, 1982; Fryer, 1989). 
Management administers 
Management maintains 
Management focuses on 
systems and structure 
Management relies on 
control 
Management has a short 
range view 
Management has its eye on 
the bottom line 
Management asks how 
and when 
Management imitates 
Management accepts status 
quo 
Management does things 
right 
Leadership innovates 
Leadership develops 
Leadership focuses on 
people 
Leadership inspires 
trust 
Leadership has a long 
range perspective 
Leadership has its eye 
on the horizon 
Leadership asks what and 
and why 
Leadership originates 
Leadership challenges 
status quo 
Leadership does the 
right things 
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The differences between management and leadership were 
presented to show they are two distinct entities. The contin-
uing review of literature deals exclusively with leadership. 
Leadership 
Leadership brings many meanings and ideas to mind. One 
usually thinks of great leaders throughout history such as 
George Washington, Abraham Lincoln, and Martin Luther King, 
Jr. To many people it suggests an image of power and action 
(Hollander, 1978). 
Leadership has been given over 350 definitions throughout 
history (Bennis, 1989). Campbell, Corbally, and Nystrand 
(1983) defined leadership as the process through which an 
individual or organization acquires the cooperation of indi-
viduals or organizations to achieve a goal within a given 
situation. Along those same lines, Sergiovanni (1984) pro-
posed that leadership is "the ability of an individual to 
influence another individual or group toward the achievement 
of a goal" (p. 478). 
It is the ability of an individual or organization to 
influence others that becomes hard to define when one tries to 
describe leadership. Such words as innovative, developmental, 
trustworthy, perceptive, visionary, and creative are all 
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leadership descriptors that have been included in many 
authors' definitions of leadership. These words in themselves 
can have differing and complex meanings thus making an all-
encompassing definition difficult if not impossible. 
Moss & Liang (1990) stated there is no consensus as to a 
single all-encompassing definition for leadership, but experts 
agree that leadership is a valid construct. Quality leader-
ship can be identified in practice, and leadership behavior 
can be measured and shown to be related to quality leadership 
performance. 
Rushing (1984) proposed another way to measure the qual-
ity of leadership instead of trying to compare leadership to a 
stated definition. Rushing asked the question "What are the 
results of effective leadership?" (p. 38). He looked for the 
answer to this question in areas that effectively accomplish 
the mission of the organization. To accomplish the 
organization's mission requires the effective application of 
all resources to fulfill the stated goals. In other words, 
leadership quality may be concerned more with the 
organization's actual performance rather than its potential 
for performance (Hollander, 1978). 
Process and Property 
According to Jago (1982), leadership can be divided into 
two areas: process and property. "The process of leadership 
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is the use of noncoercive influence to direct and coordinate 
the activities of the members of an organized group toward the 
accomplishment of group objectives" (p. 8). As a property, 
leadership is a set of qualities or characteristics attributed 
to those who are perceived to successfully employ such charac-
teristics. 
Process is the ability of leadership to understand when 
change is necessary and the ability to influence people by 
noncoercive methods to meet the organizational objectives. 
Leadership property is granted to an individual when the group 
perceives the individual to possess certain leadership attri-
butes. All members within an organization can at any given 
point in time demonstrate the process and property of leader-
ship and become a leader within an organization regardless of 
the individual's position within the organization (Hollander, 
1978; Moss, Johansen, & Preskill, 1991). "The specific mean-
ing of leadership, therefore, depends upon the qualitative 
nature of the behavior accepted by a particular group as 
evidence of leadership" (Moss, Finch, & Johansen, in press). 
Power 
Power is one of the essential parts of leadership. The 
skill a leader demonstrates in using power is one of the best 
indicators of his/her effectiveness (Flood, 1985). Leadership 
power is voluntarily given by the organization to the leader 
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whether the power comes from a person's office or a person's 
own qualities. 
Sergiovanni (1984) divided power into five types: reward 
power, coercive power, legitimate power, referent power, and 
expert power. Reward power is based on the concept of reward-
ing the individual or group in exchange for compliance. 
Examples of such rewards are pay increases, promotions, good 
evaluations or even overlooking deficiencies. 
Coercive power is based on the premise that leaders can 
impose sanctions or punishments for non-conformity. Coercive 
power is just the opposite of reward power. Examples of 
coercive power are bad evaluations and slow promotional ad-
vancement. 
Legitimate power refers to the concept that the leader 
has the right to influence the individual or group and expect 
compliance. Examples of legitimate power are the title or 
position of the leader and the power that goes with the title 
or position and the rules and regulations that govern the 
organization. 
Referent power is based on the concept that the indi-
vidual or organization is willing to accept the leader's 
influence because the leader possesses such admirable quali-
ties as trust, honesty, and respect. 
Expert power is based on the concept that the leader is 
viewed by peers as an expert in his/her field. Individuals 
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and organizations view leaders with expert power as those who 
can effectively advise, counsel, and solve problems. 
Sergiovanni (1984) recapped many studies conducted about 
leadership power, the satisfaction of followers, and improved 
work performance into the following points: 
1. Individuals or organizations report general satisfac-
tion with leaders when they perceive that both the 
leader and follower are influential. 
2. A high degree of satisfaction exists when the leader 
relies on the expert type of power. 
3. Workers view reward and coercive power negatively and 
these two have negative effects on goal or objective 
attainment. 
4. Workers view expert and referent power positively and 
these two have positive effects on goal or objective 
attainment. 
5. Quality performance or output is strongly and contin-
ually related to leaders who use expert power. 
6. High morale and group effectiveness are strongly and 
continually related to referent power. 
7. Legitimate power does not affect individual or group 
performance in either the positive or negative. 
Sergiovanni (1984) expressed the meaning of power as the 
"ability to fuel the leadership process, and political behav-
ior is the articulation of this meaning on behalf of the 
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department or school, then you have come to understand the 
essence of the leadership act" (p. 483). 
Society expects community colleges to exert power of 
leadership in vocational education. Walker and Allen (1983) 
identified eight societal expectations that community colleges 
must meet. 
1. Providing for the needs of dislocated workers. 
2. Establishing critical skills and customized job 
training programs. 
3. customizing curriculum development. 
4. Providing access to the workplace for women and mi-
norities. 
5. Promoting intergenerational vocational training and 
retraining. 
6. Analyzing the labor market continually with effective 
and coherent strategies. 
7. Meeting the challenges of innovations and advanced 
technology. 
8. Developing effective and coherent strategies for 
articulation and collaboration with appropriate pub-
lics. 
Vision and Change 
Vision and the ability to translate vision into reality 
or change are the heart of leadership (Hitt, 1988). Bennis 
and Nanus (1985) define vision in the following manner. 
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To choose a direction, a leader must first have 
developed a mental image of a possible and desirable 
future state of the organization. This image, which 
we call a vision, may be as vague as a dream or as 
precise as a goal or mission statement. The criti-
cal point is that vision articulates a view of a 
realistic, credible, attractive future for the orga-
nization, a condition that is better in some impor-
tant ways than what now exists. (p. 89) 
A clear vision helps in planning, in organizing, in 
staffing and staff development, in directing, in leading, and 
in evaluating and controlling (Hitt, 1988). A fundamental 
task of leadership is to communicate an organization's vision 
to its followers. Unless one knows where s/he is going, s/he 
can not get there (Bennis, 1989; Parnell, 1988). 
change within an organization is precipitated by the 
vision of its leadership. Change takes place in one of two 
ways. One way is through trust and truth; the other way is 
through dissent and conflict (Bennis, 1989). Two barriers to 
change are the failure to accept that change will take place 
and the failure to understand the increasing rate of change. 
Resistance to change can be found in all areas of an organiza-
tion from the top administration down through all employees. 
Resistance to change is within three areas: (1) habits or 
daily routine activities, (2) comfort zone or the environment 
of ideas an employee functions in, and (3) fear of the unknown 
(Hitt, 1988). 
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Change leadership provided by an individual or organiza-
tion must provide "higher levels of achievement •.• adept at 
reorienting their own and others' activities in untrieded 
directions" (Hitt, 1988, p. 34) and must be able to master 
change. 
Kotter (1988) proposes the following four points for 
creating an agenda for change within complex organizations. 
1. a vision of what can and should be 
2. a vision that takes into account the legitimate 
long term interest of the parties involved 
3. a strategy for achieving that vision 
4. a strategy that takes into account all the relevant 
organizational and environmental forces 
Leadership Behaviors 
Leadership behaviors are the result of the interaction of 
"the leader's attributes, the group's attributes, the task at 
hand, and the general context" (Moss, Johansen, & Preskill, 
1991, p. 8). They go on to state that the quality of leader-
ship provided by an organization can be measured by the extent 
to which the following four tasks are accomplished. 
1. Inspire a shared vision. 
2. Foster collaboration and ownership. 
3. Exercise power effectively and enable others to act. 
4. set the right external context for the organization. 
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Leadership behavior influences an organization's perfor-
mance while leadership attributes shape and determine leader-
ship behavior (Moss & Liang, 1990). 
After an extensive review of literature and interviews 
with leadership trainers, Moss and Liang (1990) identified 
thirty-five leadership attributes, which were later developed 
into a leadership attribute inventory by Moss, Johansen, and 
Preskill (see Appendix A). A leadership attribute can be 
classified into three types: characteristics, knowledge, or 
skill (Moss & Liang, 1990). 
The following are Moss and Liang's thirty-five leadership 
attributes: 
I. CHARACTERISTICS 
A. Physical 
1. Energetic with stamina 
B. Intellectual 
2. Intelligent with practical judgment 
3. Insightful 
4. Adaptable, open, flexible 
5. creative, original, visionary 
6. Tolerant of ambiguity and complexity 
C. Personal 
7. Achievement-oriented 
8. Willing to accept responsibility 
9. Assertive, initiating 
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10. Confident, accepting of self 
11. Courageous, resolute, persistent 
12. Enthusiastic, optimistic 
13. Tolerant of stress and frustration 
14. Trustworthy, dependable, reliable 
15. Venturesome, risk taker 
16. Emotionally balanced 
D. Ethical 
17. Commitment to the common good 
18. Personal integrity 
19. Evidences highest values and moral standards 
II. KNOWLEDGE AND SKILLS 
A. Human Relations 
20. Communicating with others 
21. Tactful, sensitive, respectful 
22. Motivating others 
23. Networking 
B. Management 
24. Planning 
25. organizing 
26. Team building 
27 Coaching 
28. Managing conflict 
29. Managing time and organizing personal affairs 
30. Managing stress 
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31. using leadership styles appropriately 
32. Holding ideological beliefs appropriate to 
the group 
c. cognitive 
33. Decision-making 
34 Problem-solving 
35. Gathering and managing information 
Leadership Styles 
Leadership style is not how a leader thinks sjhe behaves 
in a given situation but how the followers perceive how a 
leader behaves in a given situation (Guest, Hersey, Blanchard, 
1986). Finch and McGough (1982) offered the following four 
general leadership styles: authoritarian, paternalistic, 
participative, and free-rein. 
The authoritarian leadership style is regarded as a 
managerial link in a closely defined chain of command with 
clearly defined lines of authority, responsibility, and commu-
nication. Four deficiencies of the authoritarian or auto-
cratic style of leadership have been identified. (1) Workers 
are motivated to do only enough work to keep from getting 
fired. (2) Workers are motivated to get away with as much as 
possible. (3) Subordinates band together for protection. 
(4) Workers become frustrated which leads to the dysfunction 
of the organization. 
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The paternalistic leadership style is one in which good 
working conditions, fringe benefits, employee services, wages, 
and fair supervision are offered as enticement to work harder. 
A problem with the paternalistic leadership style is created 
when bigger and better rewards are required to maintain moti-
vation. 
The participative leadership style or democratic style 
decentralizes a superior's authority over the followers. A 
high degree of rapport can be established between the leader 
and followers. communication is upward as well as downward. 
Followers are informed of conditions that affect their jobs 
and are able to interact with the leader with ideas and sug-
gestions. 
The free-rein leadership style, laissez faire, is a style 
which completely avoids the use of power. The leader depends 
on the followers to establish objectives and goals. Followers 
are also responsible for training themselves and motivating 
themselves. The leader's function is to provide resources 
necessary to complete an objective or a goal. A problem with 
this style of leadership is that utter chaos can develop. 
Glasser (1990) defined leadership styles as either boss-
management or lead-management. Boss-management contains four 
basic principles. 
1. The boss sets the task and the standards for what the 
workers (students) are to do, usually without con-
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sulting the workers. Bosses do not compromise; the 
worker has to adjust to the job as the boss defines 
it. 
2. The boss usually tells, rather than shows, the work-
ers how the work is to be done and rarely asks for 
their input as to how it might possibly be done bet-
ter. 
3. The boss, or someone the boss designates, inspects 
(or grades) the work. Because the boss does not 
involve the workers in this evaluation, they tend to 
settle for just enough quality to get by. 
4. When workers resist, the boss uses coercion (usually 
punishment) almost exclusively to try to make them do 
as they are told and, in so doing, creates a 
workplace in which the workers and manager are adver-
saries. (pp. 26-27) 
Boss-management equates to the authoritarian style of 
leadership. 
Glasser's definition of lead-management is based on 
Edward Deming's Total Quality Management method. Lead-manage-
ment contains four basic principles. 
1. The leader engages the workers in a discussion of the 
quality of the work to be done and the time needed to 
do it so that they have a chance to add their input. 
2. 
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The leader makes a constant effort to fit the job to 
the skills and the needs of the workers. 
The leader (or a worker designated by the leader) 
shows or models the job so that the worker who is to 
perform the job can see exactly what the manager 
expects. At the same time, the workers are continu-
ally asked for their input as to what they believe 
may be a better way. 
3. The leader asks the workers to inspect or evaluate 
their own work for quality, with the understanding 
that the leader accepts that they know a great deal 
about how to produce high-quality work and will 
therefore listen to what they say. 
4. The leader is a facilitator in that he shows the 
workers that he has done everything possible to pro-
vide them with the best tools and workplace as well 
as a noncoercive, nonadversarial atmosphere in which 
to do the job. (Glasser, 1990, pp. 31-32) 
According to Glasser (1990), boss-management is ineffec-
tive at all levels but the higher the level it is employed the 
more destructive it is to quality leadership. When boss-
management is the philosophy in the state departments of 
education, "the whole state will suffer" (Glasser, 1990, p. 
30) . 
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Summary of the Review of Literature 
Leadership in any organization determines the success of 
the organization. Many studies have been conducted to iden-
tify the factors that contribute to quality leadership. In 
the educational setting, the quality of an organization's 
leadership can make the difference between stifling unrespon-
sive bureaucracies and dynamic organizations (Kotter, 1988). 
Leadership behavior influences an organization's perfor-
mance while leader attributes shape and determine leadership 
behavior (Moss & Liang, 1990). Moss and Liang identified 
thirty-five leader attributes to measure a leader's behavior. 
Leadership style is not how a leader thinks s/he behaves 
in a given situation but how the followers perceive the leader 
behaves in a given situation (Guest, Hersey, Blanchard, 1986). 
Walker and Allen (1983) identified eight societal expec-
tations that community colleges must meet. These eight are 
but a few of the demands placed on community colleges and 
underscore the environment that community college administra-
tors work in. Expectations such as these eight emphasize why 
leadership is so important to the mission of the community 
college. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODOLOGY 
This study sought to identify the quality of leadership 
provided by the DOE to the community college system as per-
ceived by community college administrators. 
Upon the completion of the problem identification, liter-
ature review, and research proposal approval, the following 
methods and procedures were used to investigate the problem: 
1. population identified 
2. questionnaire developed and approved 
3. questionnaire administered and data collected 
4. data analyzed 
5. summary, findings, conclusions, and recommendations 
of the study written. 
This chapter describes the identified population, the 
survey instrument, the questionnaire administration, the data 
collection, and the data analysis. 
population 
The population of this study consisted of Iowa community 
college administrators as identified by the state of Iowa 
Department of Education/Division of Community Colleges/Bureau 
of Technical and vocational Education. within the Bureau of 
Technical and Vocational Education, the Department of Educa-
tion publishes a directory of programs, which includes the 
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instructors and administrators by subject areas. The subject 
areas are marketing, agriculture, home economics, data pro-
gramming, office education, trade/industrial technical educa-
tion, and health occupations. 
From these subject areas, four administrator job title 
categories were identified: 
President/Chancellor/Superintendent 
Vice Presidents 
Deans/Assistant Deans 
Department Heads/Directors/Chairpersons 
The division of the administrators into these four categories 
was based on the general administrative hierarchy structure of 
the Iowa community colleges. The total number of administra-
tors identified in these four categories was 212. Due to the 
size of this group of administrators, the total population was 
used for the study. The number of administrators in the four 
job title categories is depicted in Table 1. 
Of the 212 administrators who were sent the survey in-
strument, 174 returned the instrument. Of the 174 returned, 
157 were usable. 
Survey Instrument 
The instrument was divided into three parts. The first 
part of the survey instrument (questions 1-15) was derived 
from a Leader Attributes Inventory developed by Moss, Johan-
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Table 1. Job titles of Iowa community college administrators 
Job Title of Administrator 
President/Chancellor/Superintendent 
Vice President 
Frequency 
20 
20 
% 
9.40 
9.40 
Vocational Dean/Assistant Dean 34 16.00 
Vocational Department Head/Chair/Director 138 65.20 
------
Total 212 100.00 
sen, and Preskill for a project for the National Center for 
Research in vocation Education (see Appendix A). The inven-
tory contained thirty-seven leadership attributes. This re-
searcher selected fifteen of the thirty-seven attributes on 
the basis of application to organizational leadership. 
Moss, Johansen, and Preskill (1991) reported the findings 
of two different stUdies to test the validity and reliability 
of the thirty-seven leadership attributes. Both studies used 
a test-retest application of the leadership attributes to test 
for reliability. One study's correlation coefficient was .78, 
and the other study showed a correlation coefficient of .76. 
The two similar correlation coefficients support the reliabil-
ity of the leadership attributes (see Appendix B). In testing 
for the validity of the leadership attributes, each of the two 
stUdies compared the correlation coefficients between each of 
the leadership attributes and the average rating of effective 
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leadership performance. Effective leadership performance was 
based on four or five criteria items (see Appendix C). The 
results of the two studies showed one study had a correlation 
coefficient between the leadership attributes and effective 
leadership performance of .70 and the other study had a corre-
lation coefficient of .72. These two similar coefficients 
support the strong relationship between the leadership attri-
butes and quality leadership (see Appendix D). 
The second part of the survey instrument (questions 16-
27) was developed from the Iowa Department of Education publi-
cation The First Condition of Education Report. This report 
included a list of the Department of Education's qualities and 
goals of leadership. The researcher developed these qualities 
and goals into questions. 
The third part of the survey instrument (questions 28-32) 
was designed to collect the demographic characteristics of the 
population. 
The instrument was tested for clarity and understanding 
by the graduate students in the Industrial Education and 
Technology IEDT 615 seminar class. 
Questionnaire Administration and Data Collection 
The steps involved in completing this study are presented 
in a chronological order to help in understanding the develop-
ment and completion of this study. 
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The topic of this study was identified, discussed, and 
approved by the major professor in charge of this research. 
The population was identified from the vocational education 
directories published by the Iowa Department of Education/ 
Division of Community Colleges/Bureau of Technical and Voca-
tion Education. Next a review of literature was conducted to 
acquaint the researcher with what had been done in the past. 
Upon completion of the review of literature, objectives were 
developed. The objectives were further developed into the 
research questions and the hypotheses. 
The researcher wrote Dr. Jerome Moss and received permis-
sion to use the Leader Attributes Inventory (see Appendix E). 
A population of 212 Iowa community college administrators was 
identified and used for this study. An introductory letter 
was written and mailed to each of the 212 administrators to 
introduce the researcher and the proposed study (see Appendix 
F). The introductory letter was mailed November 21, 1991, 
informing the administrators they would receive the survey 
instrument in ten days. 
A cover letter and the survey instrument were mailed to 
each of the 212 administrators on December 1, 1991 (see Appen-
dix G). A second survey was mailed December 31, 1991, to all 
administrators who did not respond to the first mailing. 
Thirty days after the second mailing the decision was made to 
terminate all data gathering activities and process the data. 
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One hundred seventy-four of the 212 administrators re-
turned the questionnaire. Of these respondents, 157 were 
usable cases. 
Data Analysis 
Upon completion of the data gathering, the information 
was analyzed to answer the questions and test the hypotheses. 
The variables were described in terms of mean response, stan-
dard deviation, number, and percent. 
The t-test for independent samples was computed to test 
whether the observed differences in group means could be 
reasonably attributed to chance or whether a statistical 
difference existed between gender groups. Homogeneity of the 
variances was checked to see if the variances were equal. If 
the variances were equal, the pooled estimate of the variances 
was used to determine the test statistic (t-value). If the 
variances were unequal, the separate estimate of the variance 
was used to determine the test statistic (t-value). 
The ANOVA procedure was computed to test whether the ob-
served differences in group means can be reasonably attributed 
to chance or whether to suspect a statistical difference 
existed between administrators categorized by age groups, 
education level groups, years of experience groups, and job 
title groups. The ANOVA procedure does not pinpoint which 
groups are statistically different from each other only that 
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there is a difference. If a statistical difference was found, 
a post hoc multiple comparison test was used to identify which 
groups were statistically different. The Duncan multiple 
range test was used to identify statistical differences be-
tween groups. 
The predictive part of the study was tested with multiple 
regression using a stepwise method to enter the variables into 
the prediction equation. 
The regression formula used was as follows: 
Y = b1X1 + ... + br:Xk + a 
Y = predicted quality leadership is being provided 
b = regression coefficient for respective predictor 
a = regression constant 
X1 = adaptable, open to change 
X2 = achievement-oriented 
X3 = enthusiastic, optimistic 
X4 = courageous risk-takers 
Xs = communication 
X6 = decision-making 
X7 = problem-solving 
Xa = insightful 
X9 = visionary 
X10 = accountable 
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x" = willing to accept responsibility 
X'2 = motivation 
X13 = coaching 
X'4 = conflict management 
X'5 = appropriate uses of leadership styles 
The Iowa state University main frame computer system 
along with the statistical data analysis software package SPSS 
Release 4.0 (1990) was used to analyze the data. Procedures 
were written and used that would answer the research questions 
or test the hypotheses stated in Chapter I. 
Human Subjects Release 
The Iowa State University committee on the Use of Human 
Subjects in Research reviewed this project and concluded that 
the rights and welfare of the human subjects were adequately 
protected, that risks were outweighed by the potential bene-
fits and expected value of the knowledge sought, that confi-
dentiality of data was assured, and that informed consent was 
obtained by appropriate procedures. 
Summary 
Information and data were gathered from the review of 
literature and the questionnaire, which was sent to the iden-
tified population. The data was then analyzed statistically 
to address the research questions and test the hypotheses. 
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Findings, recommendations, and conclusions were then made 
based on the analyzed data and the gathered information. 
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CHAPTER IV. ANALYSIS OF DATA 
In this chapter the research questions and hypotheses 
will be presented in terms of the data acquired through the 
survey questionnaire. The results will be presented through 
the use of narrative, tables, and figures. 
Research Questions and Hypotheses 
The research questions and hypotheses will be addressed 
in the order stated previously in Chapter I to provide conti-
nuity. 
Research question one 
What are the demographic characteristics of the Iowa 
community college administrators? 
Specifically: 
a. by gender 
b. by age 
c. by education level 
d. by years of experience as a community college adminis-
trator 
e. by community college administrator job title 
Table 2 presents the demographic data based on a survey 
population of 195 and a survey return of 157. 
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Table 2. Population demographic characteristics 
Demographic Data 
Gender 
Female 
Male 
Age 
20 to 25 Years 
26 to 35 Years 
36 to 45 Years 
46 to 55 Years 
55 Plus Years 
Education Level 
Less Than Bachelor's Degree 
Bachelor's Degree 
Master's Degree 
Doctoral Degree 
Experience as a Community College 
Administrator 
1 to 5 Years 
6 to 10 Years 
11 to 15 Years 
16 to 20 Years 
21 Plus Years 
Missing Cases 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Job title of Community College Administrator 
president/Chancellor/Superintendent 
Vice President 
Vocational Dean/Assistant Dean 
Vocational Department Head/Chair/Director 
other 
Missing Cases 
Total 
N 
51 
106 
% 
32.50 
67.50 
157 100.00 
0 0 
8 5.10 
39 24.80 
68 43.30 
42 26.80 
------
157 100.00 
8 5.10 
26 16.50 
88 56.10 
35 22.30 
------
157 100.00 
36 22.90 
22 14.00 
21 13.40 
26 16.60 
50 31.80 
2 1. 30 
------
157 100.00 
14 8.80 
18 11.50 
35 22.30 
80 51.00 
2 1. 30 
8 5.10 
------
157 100.00 
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The gender of the administrators is depicted in Figure 1. 
Of the administrators who returned the survey 32.5% were 
females and 67.5% were males. This compares to the study 
population of 38% females and 62% males. 
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: : : : : : : : : : J..--I--------,.,......,.....,.,.....".....,.,....,r 
157 
Surveys Sent Surveys Returned 
E:8l Female EZl Male [] Total 
Figure 1. Number of surveys sent and returned by gender 
The age of community college administrators is depicted in 
Figure 2. Of all the age brackets, the only one with more 
female administrators than male administrators was the age 
group 26 to 35 years of age. 
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Figure 2. Age by gender of the Iowa community college adminis-
trators 
Figure 3 displays the education level of the study popula-
tion. 
Figure 4 displays the range of years of experience covered 
by the study population. Of the five experience groupings, 
there were more females in the 1 to 5 years and 6 to 10 years 
groupings than there were males. 
The administrator job titles are displayed in Figure 5. 
The job title other was included in the survey to allow for 
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Figure 3. Education level attained by the community college 
administrators by gender 
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Figure 5. Job titles by gender of community college leaders 
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administrators who had titles that did not exactly fit with 
the titles provided in the survey. Administrators were asked 
to state their title when they chose other so the researcher 
could fit them into one of the other four groups. Three of 
the respondents did not write in their titles, and these were 
carried as the job title other. 
Research question two 
What is the quality rating given by the community college 
administrator on the Leader Attributes Inventory (LAI)? 
Specifically: 
a. by overall rating by combined administrator responses 
b. by gender 
c. by age group 
d. by education level 
e. by years of experience as a community college admin-
istrator 
f. by community college administrator job title 
The overall rating by the administrators for the LAI is 
depicted in Figure 6. The mean and standard deviation are 
shown. The combined mean for all fifteen LAI questions is 
2.58 while the combined standard deviation for all fifteen LAI 
questions is .98. 
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Figure 6. Combined mean and standard deviation for all admin-
istrators responding to the LAI variables 
Table 3 further describes the administrators' response by 
choice (exceptionally low, below average, average, above 
average, exceptionally high) to the LAI's individual ques-
tions. 
The mean rating for each LAI question on the survey by 
administrator gender is depicted in Figure 7. 
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Table 3. Overall response by administrators to the LAI 
Variable Administrator N % Mean std. 
Choice Dev. 
Exceptionally Low 23 14.60 
Below Average 49 31.20 
Q1 Average 62 39.50 2.57 0.97 
Above Average 19 12.10 
Exceptionally High 4 2.50 
------
Total 157 100.00 
Exceptionally Low 21 13.40 
Below Average 36 22.90 
Q2 Average 53 33.80 2.83 1.07 
Above Average 41 26.10 
Exceptionally High 5 3.20 
Missing Cases 1 .60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
Exceptionally Low 18 11. 50 
Below Average 45 28.70 
Q3 Average 57 36.30 2.75 1. 02 
Above Average 30 19.10 
Exceptionally High 6 3.80 
Missing Cases 1 .60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
Exceptionally Low 29 18.50 
Below Average 56 35.70 
Q4 Average 52 33.10 2.41 0.99 
Above Average 16 10.20 
Exceptionally High 3 1. 90 
1 .60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
Exceptionally Low 24 15.30 
Below Average 27 17.20 
Q5 Average 66 42.00 2.82 1. 06 
Above Average 34 21. 70 
Exceptionally High 6 3.80 
------
Total 157 100.00 
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Table 3. (continued) 
Variable Administrator N 9.,-0 Mean std. 
Choice Dev. 
Exceptionally Low 40 25.20 
Q6 Below Average 58 36.90 
Average 43 27.40 2.22 0.95 
Above Average 14 8.90 
Exceptionally High 1 0.60 
Missing Cases 1 0.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
Exceptionally Low 23 14.60 
Below Average 47 29.90 
Q7 Average 72 45.90 2.5 0.86 
Above Average 15 9.60 
Exceptionally High 0 0 
------
157 100.00 
Exceptionally Low 23 14.60 
Below Average 43 27.40 
Q8 Average 64 40.80 2.61 0.96 
Above Average 24 15.30 
Exceptionally High 2 1. 30 
Missing Cases 1 .60 
------
Total 157 100 
Exceptionally Low 30 19.10 
Below Average 51 32.50 
Q9 Average 43 27.40 2.51 1. 06 
Above Average 29 18.50 
Exceptionally High 3 1.90 
Missing Cases 1 0.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
Exceptionally Low 23 14.60 
Below Average 47 29.90 
Q10 Average 55 35.00 2.59 0.97 
Above Average 28 17.80 
Exceptionally High 1 0.60 
Missing Cases 3 1.90 
------
Total 157 100.00 
48 
Table 3. (continued) 
Variable Administrator N % Mean std. 
Choice Dev. 
Exceptionally Low 20 12.70 
Below Average 26 16.60 
Q11 Average 74 47.10 2.81 0.97 
Above Average 31 19.70 
Exceptionally High 3 1.90 
Missing Cases 3 1.90 
-----
Total 157 100 
Exceptionally Low 31 19.70 
Below Average 43 27.40 
Average 62 39.50 2.48 1. 01 
Q12 Above Average 16 10.20 
Exceptionally High 4 2.50 
Missing Cases 1 0.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
Exceptionally Low 27 17.20 
Below Average 49 31.20 
Q13 Average 49 31.20 2.55 1. 03 
Above Average 27 17.20 
Exceptionally High 3 1.90 
Missing Cases 2 1. 30 
------
Total 157 100.00 
Exceptionally Low 18 11. 50 
Below Average 51 32.50 
Q14 Average 75 47.80 2.52 0.80 
Above Average 12 7.60 
Exceptionally High 1 0.60 
Missing Cases ------
Total 157 100.00 
Exceptionally Low 27 17.20 
Below Average 39 24.80 
Q15 Average 64 40.80 2.54 0.96 
Above Average 21 13.40 
Exceptionally High 1 0.60 
Missing Cases 5 3.20 
------
Total 157 100.00 
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Figure 7. Administrator mean response to the LAI based on 
administrator gender 
For all LAI questions the mean response for females is 
higher than for males. The mean and response for the combined 
LAI questions for females was 2.86 and males was 2.45. Table 
4 further describes the number, percent, mean, and standard 
deviation of administrators responding by gender to the sur-
vey's LAI questions. 
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Table 4. Comparison of administators' gender response to the 
LAI 
variable 
Q1 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 
Q5 
Gender 
Female 
Male 
Total 
Female 
Male 
Missing Cases 
Total 
Female 
Male 
Missing Cases 
Total 
Female 
Male 
Missing Cases 
Total 
Female 
Male 
N 
50 
107 
157 
49 
107 
1 
157 
50 
106 
1 
157 
50 
106 
1 
157 
50 
107 
~ 0 
31.80 
68.20 
------
100.00 
31. 20 
68.20 
0.60 
100.00 
31.80 
67.60 
0.60 
------
100.00 
31.80 
67.60 
0.60 
100.00 
31.80 
68.20 
157 100.00 
Mean 
2.82 
2.45 
3.22 
2.64 
3.08 
2.59 
2.78 
2.24 
2.94 
2.76 
Std. 
Dev. 
1.12 
0.87 
1.12 
0.99 
1.12 
0.93 
0.98 
0.92 
1.17 
1. 01 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Q6 
Female 
Male 
Missing Cases 
Total 
49 
107 
1 
157 
31.20 
68.20 
0.60 
100.00 
2.59 
2.05 
1. 02 
0.87 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Q7 
Female 
Male 
Total 
50 
107 
157 
31.80 
68.20 
100.00 
2.72 
2.40 
0.90 
0.82 
Table 4. 
variable 
Q8 
Q9 
Q10 
Q11 
Q12 
Q13 
(continued) 
Gender 
Female 
Male 
Missing Cases 
Total 
Female 
Male 
Missing Cases 
Female 
Male 
Total 
Missing Cases 
Total 
Female 
Male 
Missing Cases 
Total 
Female 
Male 
Missing Cases 
Total 
Female 
Male 
Missing Cases 
Total 
51 
N 
49 
107 
1 
157 
50 
106 
1 
157 
47 
107 
3 
157 
48 
106 
3 
157 
50 
106 
1 
157 
48 
107 
2 
157 
~ 0 
31.20 
68.20 
0.60 
-----
100.00 
31.80 
67.60 
0.06 
100.00 
30.30 
68.20 
1.80 
100.00 
30.60 
67.60 
1.80 
100.00 
31.80 
67.60 
0.06 
100.00 
30.00 
68.20 
0.60 
100.00 
Mean 
2.81 
2.51 
2.80 
2.38 
2.89 
2.46 
2.98 
2.74 
2.78 
2.34 
2.96 
2.36 
Std. 
Dev. 
0.95 
0.96 
1.01 
1.06 
0.89 
0.98 
0.84 
1.02 
1.09 
0.94 
1.11 
0.9 
Table 4. (continued) 
Variable 
Q14 
Q15 
Gender 
Female 
Male 
Missing Cases 
Female 
Male 
Total 
Missing Cases 
52 
N 
49 
107 
1 
157 
46 
106 
5 
9.:-0 
31.20 
68.20 
0.60 
100.00 
29.40 
67.60 
3.00 
157 100.00 
Mean 
2.76 
2.44 
2.80 
2.42 
std. 
Dev. 
0.83 
0.76 
0.96 
0.95 
The mean rating for each LAI question on the survey by 
administrator age level is depicted in Figure 8. 
For all of the LAI questions except Q1, Q6, and Q9, the age 
group 55 plus gave the Iowa DOE the highest rating. The age 
group 36 to 45 years rated the Iowa DOE the lowest for ques-
tions Q1, Q5, Q10, Q11, Q12, Q13, Q14, and Q15. Table 5 
further describes the number, percent, mean, and standard 
deviation of administrators responding by age to the survey's 
LAI questions. 
The overall mean rating for each LAI question on the survey 
by administrator education level is depicted in Figure 9. 
For all of the questions except Q11 the higher the level of 
education attained by the administrator the lower the response 
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Figure 8. Administrator mean response to the LAI based on 
administrators' age 
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Table 5. comparison of administrator age for the LAI 
Variable Age n 9.< ., Mean std. 
Dev. 
26 to 35 Years 7 4.50 2.71 1. 38 
36 to 45 Years 40 25.50 2.50 0.93 
Q1 46 to 55 Years 68 43.30 2.54 0.94 
55 Plus Years 42 26.70 2.64 1.01 
------
Total 157 100.00 
26 to 35 Years 7 4.50 3.00 1. 29 
36 to 45 Years 40 25.50 2.75 1.15 
Q2 46 to 55 Years 67 42.70 2.69 1. 02 
55 Plus Years 42 26.70 3.10 1. 01 
Missing Cases 1 0.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
26 to 35 Years 6 3.90 2.83 1. 06 
36 to 45 Years 40 25.50 2.67 1.16 
Q3 46 to 55 Years 68 43.30 2.67 0.95 
55 Plus Years 42 26.70 2.92 0.89 
Missing Cases 1 0.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
26 to 35 Years 7 4.50 3.00 1.29 
36 to 45 Years 40 25.50 2.38 0.90 
Q4 46 to 55 Years 67 42.70 2.33 0.96 
55 Plus Years 42 26.70 2.48 0.99 
Missing Cases 1 0.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
26 to 35 Years 7 4.50 3.00 1. 00 
36 to 45 Years 40 25.50 2.60 0.93 
Q5 46 to 55 Years 68 43.30 2.84 1.15 
55 Plus Years 42 26.70 2.95 1. 03 
------
Total 157 100.00 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Q6 26 to 35 Years 7 4.50 2.57 1. 27 
36 to 45 Years 40 25.50 2.18 0.93 
46 to 55 Years 67 42.70 2.16 0.93 
55 Plus Years 42 26.70 2.29 0.97 
Missing Cases 1 0.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
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Table 5. (continued) 
Variable Age 
26 to 35 Years 
36 to 45 Years 
Q7 46 to 55 Years 
55 Plus Years 
Total 
26 to 35 Years 
36 to 45 Years 
Q8 46 to 55 Years 
55 Plus Years 
Missing Cases 
Total 
26 to 35 Years 
36 to 45 Years 
Q9 46 to 55 Years 
55 Plus Years 
Total 
26 to 35 Years 
36 to 45 Years 
Q10 46 to 55 Years 
55 Plus Years 
Missing Cases 
Total 
26 to 35 Years 
36 to 45 Years 
Q11 46 to 55 Years 
55 Plus Years 
Missing Cases 
Total 
N % 
7 4.50 
40 25.50 
68 43.30 
42 26.70 
------
157 100.00 
7 4.50 
40 25.50 
67 42.70 
42 26.70 
1 0.60 
------
157 100.00 
7 4.50 
40 25.50 
67 42.70 
42 26.70 
1 0.60 
------
157 100.00 
7 4.50 
39 25.00 
66 42.00 
42 26.70 
3 1. 80 
------
157 100.00 
7 4.50 
39 25.00 
67 42.70 
41 26.00 
3 1.80 
------
157 100.00 
Mean 
2.43 
2.50 
2.47 
2.57 
2.57 
2.60 
2.54 
2.74 
2.29 
2.70 
2.31 
2.69 
2.86 
2.38 
2.53 
2.83 
2.86 
2.67 
2.78 
3.00 
std. 
Dev. 
0.98 
0.72 
0.89 
0.94 
0.79 
0.93 
0.99 
0.99 
0.95 
1.07 
0.97 
1.18 
1. 07 
0.78 
0.96 
1.10 
0.90 
0.84 
1. 01 
1. 02 
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Table 5. (continued) 
variable Age N !'l, 0 Mean std. 
Dev. 
26 to 35 Years 7 4.50 2.43 1.13 
36 to 45 Years 40 25.50 2.35 0.98 
Q12 46 to 55 Years 67 42.70 2.49 0.96 
55 Plus Years 42 26.70 2.60 1.11 
Missing Cases 1 0.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
26 to 35 Years 7 4.50 2.43 1.40 
36 to 45 Years 40 25.50 2.43 1.01 
Q13 46 to 55 Years 67 42.70 2.54 0.96 
55 Plus Years 41 26.00 2.71 1.12 
Missing Cases 2 1.21 
------
Total 157 100.00 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
26 to 35 Years 7 4.50 2.57 0.98 
36 to 45 Years 40 25.50 2.45 0.81 
Q14 46 to 55 Years 67 42.70 2.52 0.77 
55 Plus Years 42 26.70 2.57 0.83 
Missing Cases 1 0.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
26 to 35 Years 7 4.50 2.57 0.98 
36 to 45 Years 40 25.50 2.48 0.88 
Q15 46 to 55 Years 64 40.80 2.53 1.05 
55 Plus Years 41 26.00 2.61 0.91 
Missing Cases 5 3.20 
------
Total 157 100.00 
score to the LA! questions. Table 6 further describes the 
number, percent, mean, and standard deviation of administra-
tors responding by education level to the survey's LAI ques-
tions. 
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Figure 9. Administrator response to the LA! based on the ad-
ministrators' education level 
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Table 6. comparison of administrators' education level re-
sponse to the LAI 
variable Education N ~ 0 Mean std. 
Level Dev. 
<Bachelor's Degree 8 5.10 3.63 0.74 
Bachelor's Degree 26 16.60 3.00 0.98 
Q1 Master's Degree 87 55.40 2.53 0.89 
Doctoral Degree 36 22.90 2.11 0.92 
------
Total 157 100.00 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
<Bachelor's Degree 8 5.10 3.63 0.52 
Bachelor's Degree 26 16.60 3.38 1. 06 
Q2 Master's Degree 86 54.80 2.69 1. 02 
Doctoral Degree 36 22.90 2.58 1. 08 
Missing Cases 1 0.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
<Bachelor's Degree 8 5.10 3.23 0.74 
Bachelor's Degree 26 16.60 3.11 1. 03 
Q3 Master's Degree 86 54.80 2.66 1. 04 
Doctoral Degree 36 22.90 2.50 0.88 
Missing Cases 1 0.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
<Bachelor's Degree 8 5.10 3.13 0.99 
Bachelor's Degree 26 16.60 2.73 1. 00 
Q4 Master's Degree 86 54.80 2.37 0.88 
Doctoral Degree 36 22.90 2.11 1.04 
Missing Cases 1 0.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
<Bachelor's Degree 8 5.10 3.38 0.52 
Bachelor's Degree 26 16.60 2.81 1. 20 
Q5 Master's Degree 87 55.40 2.82 0.99 
Doctoral Degree 36 22.90 2.69 1.19 
------
Total 157 100.00 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
<Bachelor's Degree 8 5.10 3.25 0.71 
Bachelor's Degree 26 16.60 2.57 1. 06 
Q6 Master's Degree 86 54.80 2.14 0.86 
Doctoral Degree 36 22.90 1. 92 0.94 
Missing Cases 1 0.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
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Table 6. (continued) 
variable Education N ~ 0 Mean std. 
Level Dev. 
<Bachelor's Degree 8 5.10 3.13 0.35 
Q7 Bachelor's Degree 26 16.60 2.77 0.99 
Master's Degree 87 55.40 2.43 0.80 
Doctoral Degree 36 22.90 2.36 0.90 
------
Total 157 100.00 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
<Bachelor's Degree 8 5.10 3.38 0.52 
Bachelor's Degree 26 16.60 2.73 0.83 
Q8 Master's Degree 86 54.80 2.59 0.97 
Doctoral Degree 36 22.90 2.38 1.02 
Missing 1 0.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
<Bachelor's Degree 8 5.10 3.75 0.46 
Bachelor's Degree 26 16.60 2.88 1. 03 
Q9 Master's Degree 86 54.80 2.42 1.04 
Doctoral Degree 36 22.90 2.19 0.98 
Missing Cases 1 0.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
<Bachelor's Degree 8 5.10 3.38 0.52 
Bachelor's Degree 26 16.60 2.80 0.90 
Q10 Master's Degree 84 53.50 2.46 0.97 
Doctoral Degree 36 22.90 2.56 1.03 
Missing Cases 3 1. 80 
------
Total 157 100.00 
<Bachelor's Degree 8 5.10 3.38 0.52 
Bachelor's Degree 25 15.90 3.12 0.78 
Q11 Master's Degree 85 54.30 2.72 0.96 
Doctoral Degree 36 22.90 2.69 1.12 
Missing Cases 3 1.80 
------
Total 157 100.00 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
<Bachelor's Degree 8 5.10 3.50 0.76 
Bachelor's Degree 26 16.60 2.81 1.10 
Q12 Master's Degree 86 54.80 2.44 0.94 
Doctoral Degree 36 22.90 2.11 0.95 
Missing Cases 1 0.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
60 
Table 6. (continued) 
Variable Education N 9.,-0 Mean std. 
Level Dev. 
<Bachelor's Degree 8 5.10 3.13 0.64 
Bachelor's Degree 25 15.90 3.08 1.22 
Q13 Master's Degree 86 54.80 2.44 0.99 
Doctoral Degree 36 22.90 2.31 0.92 
Missing Cases 2 1.30 
------
Total 157 100.00 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
<Bachelor's Degree 8 5.10 3.25 0.71 
Bachelor's Degree 26 16.60 2.85 0.78 
Q14 Master's Degree 86 54.80 2.44 0.76 
Doctoral Degree 36 22.90 2.31 0.79 
Missing Cases 1 0.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
<Bachelor's Degree 8 5.10 3.25 0.71 
Bachelor's Degree 25 15.90 2.80 0.96 
Q15 Master's Degree 84 53.50 2.51 0.95 
Doctoral Degree 35 22.30 2.26 0.95 
Missing Cases 5 3.20 
------
Total 157 100.00 
The overall mean rating of each LAI question on the 
survey by years of experience as a community college adminis-
trator is depicted in Figure 10. 
Table 7 further describes the number, percent, mean and 
standard deviation of the administrators responding by level 
of experience to the survey's LAI questions. 
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Figure 10. Administrator response to the LAI based on the 
administrators' years of experience as an admin-
istrator 
62 
Table 7. Comparison of the administrators' experience level 
response to the LAI 
variable Experience As A N % Mean std. 
Corom. College Dev. 
Administrator 
1 to 5 Years 36 22.90 2.81 1.04 
6 to 10 Years 22 14.00 2.50 0.91 
11 to 15 Years 21 13.40 2.29 0.78 
Q1 16 to 20 Years 26 16.60 2.76 0.76 
21 Plus Years 50 31.80 2.42 1. 09 
Missing Cases 2 1. 30 2.56 0.97 
------
Total 157 100.00 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
1 to 5 Years 36 22.90 3.06 1. 09 
6 to 10 Years 22 14.00 2.82 1.18 
11 to 15 Years 21 13.40 2.52 0.98 
Q2 16 to 20 Years 26 16.60 3.00 0.80 
21 Plus Years 49 31.20 2.67 1.14 
Missing Cases 3 1.90 
------
Total 157 100.00 
1 to 5 Years 35 22.30 2.94 1.13 
6 to 10 Years 22 14.00 2.72 1.03 
11 to 15 Years 21 13.40 2.48 1. 08 
Q3 16 to 20 Years 26 16.60 2.88 0.95 
21 Plus Years 50 31.80 2.66 0.96 
Missing Cases 3 1. 90 
------
Total 157 100.00 
1 to 5 Years 36 22.90 2.61 1.02 
6 to 10 Years 22 14.00 2.36 0.79 
11 to 15 Years 21 13.40 2.19 0.93 
Q4 16 to 20 Years 26 16.60 2.73 0.83 
21 Plus Years 49 31.20 2.18 1.05 
Missing Cases 3 1.90 
------
Total 157 100.00 
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Table 7. (continued) 
Variable Experience As A N 9.:-0 Mean std. 
Comm. College Dev. 
Administrator 
1 to 5 Years 36 22.90 3.03 0.97 
6 to 10 Years 22 14.00 2.36 1.18 
11 to 15 Years 21 13.40 2.62 0.97 
Q5 16 to 20 Years 26 16.60 3.15 1.01 
21 Plus Years 50 31.80 2.72 1.05 
Missing Cases 5 3.20 
------
Total 157 100.00 
1 to 5 Years 35 22.30 2.40 1.03 
6 to 10 Years 22 14.00 2.14 0.94 
Q6 11 to 15 Years 21 13.40 1. 81 0.87 
16 to 20 Years 26 16.60 2.46 0.90 
21 Plus Years 50 31.80 2.14 0.93 
Missing Cases 3 1.90 
------
Total 157 100.00 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
1 to 5 Years 36 22.90 2.78 0.72 
6 to 10 Years 22 14.00 2.32 0.78 
Q7 11 to 15 Years 21 13.40 2.29 0.90 
16 to 20 Years 26 16.60 2.65 0.69 
21 Plus Years 50 31.80 2.36 0.98 
Missing Cases 5 3.20 
------
Total 157 100.00 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
1 to 5 Years 36 22.90 2.81 0.82 
6 to 10 Years 22 14.00 2.41 1.01 
Q8 11 to 15 Years 21 13.40 2.57 1. 03 
16 to 20 Years 26 16.60 2.77 0.86 
21 Plus Years 49 31.20 2.44 1. 04 
Missing Cases 3 1. 90 
------
Total 157 100.00 
64 
Table 7. (continued) 
variable Experience As A N ~ 0 Mean std. 
Comma College Dev. 
Administrator 
1 to 5 Years 36 22.90 2.89 0.95 
6 to 10 Years 22 14.00 2.55 1. 22 
Q9 11 to 15 Years 21 13.40 2.29 0.90 
16 to 20 Years 26 16.60 2.73 0.96 
21 Plus Years 49 31.20 2.18 1.11 
Missing Cases 3 1. 90 
------
Total 157 100.00 
1 to 5 Years 35 22.30 2.66 0.97 
6 to 10 Years 22 14.00 2.59 0.96 
Q10 11 to 15 Years 20 12.70 2.30 0.86 
16 to 20 Years 26 16.60 2.73 0.83 
21 Plus Years 49 31.20 2.55 1.10 
Missing Cases 5 3.20 
------
Total 157 100.00 
1 to 5 Years 36 22.90 2.92 0.94 
6 to 10 Years 22 14.00 2.83 0.96 
Q11 11 to 15 Years 20 12.70 2.60 1.14 
16 to 20 Years 26 16.60 2.81 0.75 
21 Plus Years 48 30.60 2.79 1.05 
Missing Cases 5 3.20 
------
Total 157 100.00 
1 to 5 years 36 22.90 2.69 0.95 
6 to 10 Years 21 13.40 2.33 1. 06 
Q12 11 to 15 Years 21 13.40 2.48 1.12 
16 to 20 Years 26 16.60 2.69 0.97 
21 Plus Years 50 31.80 2.26 0.99 
Missing Cases 3 1. 90 
------
Total 157 100.00 
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Table 7. (continued) 
Variable Experience As A N % Mean std. 
COmIn. College Dev. 
Administrator 
1 to 5 Years 36 22.90 2.72 1.34 
6 to 10 Years 22 14.00 2.27 1. 03 
Q13 11 to 15 Years 21 13.40 2.29 0.96 
16 to 20 Years 26 16.60 2.85 0.92 
21 Plus Years 48 30.60 2.43 0.99 
Missing Cases 4 2.50 
------
Total 157 100.00 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
1 to 5 Years 36 22.90 2.67 0.93 
6 to 10 Years 22 14.00 2.50 0.80 
Q14 11 to 15 Years 20 12.80 2.20 0.70 
16 to 20 Years 26 16.60 2.58 0.58 
21 Plus Years 50 31.80 2.50 0.84 
Missing Cases 3 1.90 
------
Total 157 100.00 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
1 to 5 Years 35 22.30 2.77 0.91 
6 to 10 Years 22 14.00 2.41 1. 05 
Q15 11 to 15 Years 20 12.70 2.25 0.97 
16 to 20 Years 25 15.90 2.68 0.80 
21 Plus Years 48 30.60 2.44 1. 01 
Missing Cases 7 4.50 
------
Total 157 100.00 
The overall mean response rating for each of the LAI 
questions on the survey by administrator job title is depicted 
in Figure 11. 
Table 8 further describes the number, percent, mean, and 
standard deviation of administrators responding by job title 
to the survey's LAI questions. 
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Figure 11. Administrator response to the LAI based on 
administrator job title 
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Table 8. comparison of the administrators' job title response 
to the LAI 
variable Job title of 
Community 
college 
Administrators 
President 
V. President 
Q1 VOc. Dean 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 
VOc. Dept. Head 
Missing Cases 
Total 
President 
V. President 
VOc. Dean 
Voc. Dept. Head 
Missing Cases 
Total 
President 
V. President 
VOc. Dean 
Voc. Dept. Head 
Missing Cases 
Total 
President 
V. President 
VOC. Dean 
VOc. Dept. Head 
Missing Cases 
Total 
N 
14 
18 
35 
80 
10 
157 
14 
18 
34 
80 
11 
157 
14 
18 
35 
79 
11 
157 
13 
18 
35 
80 
11 
157 
~ o 
8.90 
11.40 
22.30 
51. 00 
6.40 
------
100.00 
8.90 
11.40 
21.70 
51.00 
7.00 
------
100.00 
8.90 
11.40 
22.30 
50.40 
7.00 
-----
100.00 
8.30 
11.40 
22.30 
51.00 
7.00 
------
100.00 
Mean 
2.07 
2.39 
2.43 
2.73 
2.50 
2.56 
2.71 
2.99 
2.43 
2.33 
2.69 
2.92 
1. 69 
2.16 
2.40 
2.60 
std. 
Dev. 
1. 00 
0.85 
0.78 
1. 07 
1.29 
0.78 
1. 03 
1.12 
1.02 
0.91 
0.80 
1.14 
0.75 
0.99 
0.81 
1. 03 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
President 14 8.90 2.57 1.28 
V. President 18 11.40 2.72 0.96 
Q5 Voc. Dean 35 22.30 2.71 1. 07 
VOc. Dept. Head 80 51.00 2.94 1. 06 
Missing Cases 10 6.40 
------
Total 157 100.00 
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Table 8. (continued) 
variable Job title of N ~ 0 Mean std. 
community Dev. 
College 
Administrators 
President 14 8.90 1.86 1.03 
v. President 18 11.40 1.94 0.73 
Q6 VOc. Dean 35 22.30 2.06 0.80 
Voc. Dept. Head 79 50.40 2.37 1. 05 
Missing Cases 11 7.00 
------
Total 157 100.00 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
President 14 8.90 2.14 1. 03 
V. President 18 11.40 2.28 0.75 
Q7 VOc. Dean 35 22.30 2.42 0.85 
VOC. Dept. Head 80 51. 00 2.60 0.87 
Missing Cases 10 6.40 
------
Total 157 100.00 
President 14 8.90 2.07 1.14 
V. President 18 11.40 2.28 0.67 
Q8 VOC. Dean 34 21.70 2.44 1.08 
VOC. Dept. Head 80 51.00 2.85 0.90 
Missing Cases 11 7.00 
------
Total 157 100.00 
President 14 8.90 1.86 0.95 
V. President 18 11.40 2.11 0.83 
Q9 Voc. Dean 35 22.30 2.40 1.03 
VOC. Dept. Head 79 50.40 2.78 1.06 
Missing Cases 11 7.00 
------
Total 157 100.00 
President 14 8.90 2.36 0.93 
V. President 18 11.40 2.78 1. 00 
Q10 VOC. Dean 34 21.70 2.53 0.93 
VOC. Dept. Head 78 49.70 2.62 1.01 
Missing Cases 13 8.30 
------
Total 157 100.00 
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Table 8. (continued) 
variable Job title of N ~ 0 Mean std. 
community Dev. 
College 
Administrators 
President 14 8.90 2.93 1.07 
v. President 17 10.80 2.82 0.88 
Q11 VOC. Dean 34 21.70 2.68 1. 01 
VOC. Dept. Head 79 50.30 2.85 0.98 
Missing Cases 13 8.30 
------
Total 157 100.00 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
President 14 8.90 2.00 1. 04 
V. President 18 11.40 2.06 0.80 
Q12 VOC. Dean 34 21. 70 2.35 0.95 
Voc. Dept. Head 80 51.00 2.70 1. 04 
Missing Cases 11 7.00 
------
Total 157 100.00 
President 14 8.90 2.21 0.98 
V. President 18 11.40 2.17 0.92 
Q13 VOC. Dean 34 21.70 2.56 0.89 
Voc. Dept. Head 79 50.40 2.63 1.11 
Missing Cases 12 7.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
President 14 8.90 2.29 0.99 
V. President 18 11.40 2.50 0.62 
Q14 VOC. Dean 35 22.30 2.29 0.75 
VOC. Dept. Head 79 50.40 2.63 0.80 
Missing Cases 11 7.00 
------
Total 157 100.00 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
President 14 8.90 2.29 1. 20 
V. President 17 10.80 2.35 0.86 
Q15 Voc. Dean 34 21.70 2.53 0.93 
VOC. Dept. Head 77 49.00 2.61 0.98 
Missing Cases 15 9.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
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Research question three 
What is the quality rating given by community·college 
administrators to The First Condition of Education Report 
criteria? 
Specifically: 
a. by overall rating by combined administrator responses 
b. by gender 
c. by age group 
d. by education level 
e. by years of experience as a community college 
administrator 
f. by community college administrator job title 
The overall rating by the administrators for the FCER 
(The First Condition of Education Report) is depicted in 
Figure 12. The means and standard deviations are depicted. 
The combined mean and standard deviation for F18 through 
F24 for all administrators responding to the survey was 2.83 
and .93 respectively. Table 9 further describes the adminis-
trators' response by choice (never occurs, rarely occurs, 
sometimes occurs, often occurs, and always occurs) to the FCER 
individual questions. 
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Table 9. Overall administrator response to the FCER 
Variable Administrator N ~ 0 Mean std. 
Choice Oev. 
Never Occurs 21 13.40 
Rarely Occurs 69 43.90 
F18 sometimes Occurs 43 27.40 2.41 0.92 
Often Occurs 16 10.20 
Always Occurs 3 1.90 
Missing Cases 5 3.20 
------
Total 157 100.00 
Never Occurs 23 14.60 
Rarely Occurs 79 50.30 
F19 Sometimes Occurs 35 22.30 2.27 0.83 
Often Occurs 14 8.90 
Always Occurs 0 0 
Missing Cases 6 3~80 
------
Total 157 100.00 
Never Occurs 10 6.40 
Rarely Occurs 30 19.10 
F20 Sometimes Occurs 62 29.50 3.08 0.97 
Often Occurs 46 29.30 
Always Occurs 8 5.10 
Missing Cases 1 0.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
Never Occurs 9 5.07 
Rarely Occurs 34 21. 70 
F21 Sometimes Occurs 73 46.50 2.93 0.88 
Often Occurs 33 21. 00 
Always Occurs 4 2.50 
Missing Cases 4 2.50 
------
Total 157 100.00 
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Table 9. (continued) 
variable Administrator N ~ 0 Mean std. 
Choice Dev. 
Never Occurs 13 8.30 
Rarely Occurs 43 27.40 
Sometimes Occurs 62 39.50 
F22 Often Occurs 34 21.70 2.80 0.92 
Always Occurs 2 1.30 
Missing Cases 3 1.90 
------
Total 157 100.00 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Never Occurs 7 4.50 
Rarely Occurs 33 21.00 
sometimes Occurs 55 35.00 
F23 Often Occurs 43 27.40 3.21 1. 05 
Always Occurs 18 11.50 
Missing Cases 1 0.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
Never Occurs 14 8.90 
Rarely Occurs 27 17.20 
F24 Sometimes Occurs 55 35.00 
Often Occurs 43 27.40 3.14 1.11 
Always Occurs 17 10.80 
Missing Cases 1 0.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
The overall mean rating by administrator gender for each 
FCER question on the survey is depicted in Figure 13. 
For all of the FCER questions females rated the Iowa DOE 
higher than the males did. The two lines on the graph are 
almost parallel with a mean difference of approximately 1.2. 
Table 10 further describes the number, percent, mean, and 
standard deviation of administrators responding by gender to 
the survey's FCER questions. 
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istrator gender 
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Table 10. comparison of administrators' gender response to 
the FCER 
variable 
F18 
F19 
F20 
F21 
F22 
F23 
F24 
Gender 
Female 
Male 
Missing Cases 
Total 
Female 
Male 
Missing Cases 
Total 
Female 
Male 
Missing Cases 
Total 
Female 
Male 
Missing Cases 
Total 
Female 
Male 
Missing Cases 
Female 
Male 
Missing Cases 
Total 
Female 
Male 
Missing Cases 
Total 
N 
45 
107 
5 
157 
45 
106 
6 
157 
49 
107 
1 
157 
46 
106 
5 
157 
47 
107 
3 
% 
28.70 
68.20 
3.10 
------
100.00 
28.70 
67.50 
3.80 
100.00 
31.20 
68.20 
0.60 
100.00 
29.30 
67.50 
3.10 
100.00 
30.00 
68.20 
1.80 
157 100.00 
49 
107 
1 
157 
49 
107 
1 
157 
31.20 
68.20 
0.60 
100.00 
31.20 
68.20 
0.60 
100.00 
Mean 
2.76 
2.27 
1.03 
2.64 
3.20 
3.02 
3.09 
2.86 
2.96 
2.73 
3.39 
3.12 
3.45 
3.00 
std. 
Dev. 
1.11 
0.80 
1.03 
0.72 
1.14 
0.89 
0.96 
0.84 
0.96 
0.91 
1. 27 
0.92 
1.21 
1.04 
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The mean rating by administrator age level for each FeER 
question on the survey is depicted in Figure 14. 
Table 11 further describes the number, percent, mean, and 
standard deviation of administrators responding by age to the 
survey's FeER questions. 
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Figure 14. Administrator response to the FeER based on admin-
istrator age 
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Table 11. comparison of administrators' age level response to 
the FCER 
variable Age n % Mean std. 
Dev. 
26 to 35 Years 6 3.80 2.67 1.21 
36 to 45 Years 39 24.90 2.26 0.88 
F18 46 to 55 Years 66 42.00 2.32 0.81 
55 Plus Years 41 26.10 2.68 1. 06 
Missing Cases 5 3.20 
------
Total 157 100.00 
26 to 35 Years 6 3.80 2.50 1. 05 
36 to 45 Years 40 25.50 2.13 0.88 
F19 46 to 55 Years 65 41.40 2.20 0.75 
55 Plus Years 40 25.50 2.48 0.85 
Missing Cases 6 3.80 
------
Total 157 100.00 
26 to 35 Years 7 4.50 3.00 1. 00 
36 to 45 Years 40 25.50 2.90 1. 08 
F20 46 to 55 Years 67 42.70 3.07 0.80 
55 Plus Years 42 26.70 3.26 1.11 
Missing Cases 1 0.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
26 to 35 Years 6 3.80 3.00 0.63 
36 to 45 Years 39 24.90 2.67 0.84 
F21 46 to 55 Years 66 42.00 2.97 0.88 
55 Plus Years 42 26.70 3.10 0.93 
Missing Cases 4 2.51 
------
Total 157 100.00 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
26 to 35 Years 7 4.50 3.43 0.53 
F22 36 to 45 Years 39 24.90 2.59 0.85 
46 to 55 Years 66 42.00 2.88 0.95 
55 Plus Years 42 26.70 2.76 0.96 
Missing Cases 3 1.90 
------
Total 157 100.00 
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Table 11. (continued) 
Variable Age n % Mean std. 
Dev. 
26 to 35 Years 7 4.50 2.86 1. 07 
36 to 45 Years 40 25.50 3.03 1.19 
F23 46 to 55 Years 67 42.70 3.36 0.95 
55 Plus Years 42 26.70 3.19 1.00 
Missing Cases 1 0.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
26 to 35 Years 7 4.50 3.00 1.15 
36 to 45 Years 40 25.50 3.00 1. 24 
F24 46 to 55 Years 67 42.70 3.25 1. 03 
55 Plus Years 42 26.70 3.12 1.11 
Missing Cases 1 0.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
The overall mean response rating by administrators' 
education level for each FCER question on the survey is de-
picted in Figure 15. 
For all of the questions F18 through F24 administrators 
with less than a bachelor's degree rated the DOE the highest. 
Administrators with a doctoral degree rated the DOE the lowest 
for all of the FCER questions except F23. 
Table 12 further describes the number, percent, mean, and 
standard deviation of administrators responding by educational 
level to the survey's FCER questions. 
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Figure 15. Administrator response to the FeER based on 
administrators' education level 
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Table 12. comparison of administrators' education level re-
sponse to the FCER 
Variable Education N ~ 0 Mean std. 
Level Dev. 
<Bachelor's Degree 8 5.10 3.25 0.71 
Bachelor's Degree 24 15.30 2.54 0.83 
F18 Master's Degree 84 53.50 2.36 0.91 
Doctoral Degree 36 22.90 2.28 0.97 
Missing Cases 5 3.20 
------
Total 157 100.00 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
<Bachelor's Degree 7 4.50 2.71 0.95 
Bachelor's Degree 24 15.30 2.33 0.87 
F19 Master's Degree 85 54.10 2.25 0.80 
Doctoral Degree 35 22.30 2.14 0.85 
Missing Cases 6 3.80 
------
Total 157 100.00 
<Bachelor's Degree 8 5.10 3.25 1.17 
Bachelor's Degree 26 16.60 2.88 0.95 
F20 Master's Degree 86 54.80 3.14 0.96 
Doctoral Degree 36 22.90 3.03 1. 00 
Missing Cases 1 0.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
<Bachelor's Degree 8 5.10 3.00 0.93 
Bachelor's Degree 25 15.90 2.92 0.91 
F21 Master's Degree 84 53.50 3.00 0.89 
Doctoral Degree 36 22.90 2.75 0.84 
Missing Cases 4 2.51 
------
Total 157 100.00 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
<Bachelor's Degree 8 5.10 3.38 1. 06 
Bachelor's Degree 26 16.60 2.85 0.88 
F22 Master's Degree 84 53.50 2.85 0.84 
Doctoral Degree 36 22.90 2.53 1. 06 
Missing Cases 3 1.90 
------
Total 157 100.00 
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Table 12. (continued) 
Variable Education N % Mean std. 
Level Dev. 
<Bachelor's Degree 8 5.10 3.38 1. 30 
Bachelor's Degree 26 16.60 2.96 1.11 
F23 Master's Degree 86 54.80 3.22 1.03 
Doctoral Degree 36 22.90 3.31 0.98 
Missing Cases 1 .60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
<Bachelor's Degree 8 5.10 3.63 0.91 
F24 Bachelor's Degree 26 16.60 3.04 1. 07 
Master's Degree 86 54.80 3.17 1.11 
Doctoral Degree 36 22.90 3.03 1.18 
Missing Cases 1 0.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
The overall mean response rating by experience as a 
community college administrator for each of the FCER questions 
on the survey is depicted in Figure 16. 
Table 13 further describes the number, percent, mean, and 
standard deviation of administrators responding by level of 
experience to the survey's FCER questions. 
The overall mean response rating by administrators' job 
titles for each of the FCER questions on the survey is de-
picted in Figure 17. 
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Figure 16. Administrator response to the FCER based on the 
administrators' experience as an administrator 
Table 13. 
variable 
F18 
83 
comparison of the administrators' experience level 
response to the FCER 
Experience As N % Mean std. 
A community Dev. 
College 
Administrator 
1 to 5 Years 33 21.00 2.45 1.06 
6 to 10 Years 22 14.00 2.41 0.91 
11 to 15 Years 20 12.70 2.25 0.72 
16 to 20 Years 26 16.60 2.38 0.70 
21 Plus Years 49 31.20 2.42 1. 02 
Missing Cases 7 4.50 
------
Total 157 100.00 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
1 to 5 Years 33 21.00 2.33 0.96 
6 to 10 Years 22 14.00 2.18 0.80 
11 to 15 Years 20 12.70 2.25 0.72 
F19 16 to 20 Years 26 16.60 2.23 0.82 
21 Plus Years 48 30.60 2.27 0.84 
Missing Cases 8 5.10 
------
Total 157 100.00 
1 to 5 Years 35 22.30 3.31 0.99 
6 to 10 Years 22 14.00 2.95 1. 05 
11 to 15 Years 21 13.40 2.90 0.94 
F20 16 to 20 Years 26 16.60 3.38 0.90 
21 Plus Years 50 31.80 2.88 0.96 
Missing Cases 3 1.90 
------
Total 157 100.00 
1 to 5 Years 33 21. 00 3.06 0.79 
6 to 10 Years 22 14.00 2.68 0.95 
11 to 15 Years 20 12.70 2.60 0.82 
F21 16 to 20 Years 26 16.60 3.12 0.86 
21 Plus Years 50 31. 80 2.96 0.92 
Missing Cases 6 3.90 
------
Total 157 100.00 
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Table 13. (continued) 
Variable Experience As N ~ 0 Mean std. 
A community Dev. 
college 
Administrator 
1 to 5 Years 34 21. 60 3.06 0.89 
6 to 10 Years 22 14.00 2.59 0.91 
11 to 15 Years 20 12.70 2.65 0.93 
F22 16 to 20 Years 26 16.60 2.92 0.93 
21 Plus Years 50 31.80 2.68 0.94 
Missing Cases 5 3.30 
------
Total 157 100.00 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
1 to 5 Years 36 22.90 3.25 1.11 
F23 6 to 10 Years 22 14.00 3.23 1.19 
11 to 15 Years 20 12.70 3.10 1. 07 
16 to 20 Years 26 16.60 3.31 0.93 
21 Plus Years 50 31.80 3.12 1. 00 
Missing Cases 3 2.00 
------
Total 157 100.00 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
1 to 5 Years 36 22.90 3.25 1.16 
F24 6 to 10 Years 22 14.00 3.27 1.16 
11 to 15 Years 20 12.70 2.95 1. 00 
16 to 20 Years 26 16.60 3.38 1. 06 
21 Plus Years 50 31.80 2.94 1.13 
Missing Cases 3 2.00 
------
Total 157 100.00 
For all of the FCER questions except F19 the presidents 
rated the DOE the lowest. 
Table 14 further describes the number, percent, mean, and 
standard deviation of the administrators responding by job 
titles to the survey's FCER questions. 
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Table 14. Comparison of the administrators' job title re-
sponse to the FCER 
Variable Job title of N ~ 0 Mean std. 
Community Dev. 
College 
Administrator 
President 14 8.90 2.07 0.92 
V. President 18 11.40 2.67 1. 08 
F18 Voc. Dean 35 22.30 2.40 0.77 
VOC. Dept. Head 75 47.80 2.37 0.96 
Missing Cases 15 9.60 
------
Total 157 100.00 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
President 14 8.90 2.38 0.87 
V. President 18 11.40 2.11 0.76 
F19 Voc. Dean 35 22.30 2.29 0.67 
Voc. Dept. Head 75 47.80 2.20 0.92 
Missing Cases 16 10.20 
------
Total 157 100.00 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
President 14 8.90 2.64 1. 01 
V. President 18 11.40 3.11 1. 08 
F20 VOC. Dean 35 22.30 3.06 0.80 
Voc. Dept. Head 79 50.40 3.11 1. 01 
Missing Cases 11 7.00 
------
Total 157 100.00 
President 14 8.90 2.64 0.93 
V. President 18 11.40 2.67 0.91 
F21 Voc. Dean 35 22.30 2.91 0.78 
VOC. Dept. Head 76 48.50 3.01 0.90 
Missing Cases 14 8.90 
------
Total 157 100.00 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
President 14 8.90 2.43 1.16 
V. President 18 11.40 2.50 0.92 
F22 VOC. Dean 35 22.30 2.86 0.73 
VOC. Dept. Head 77 49.00 2.91 0.93 
Missing Cases 13 8.40 
------
Total 157 100.00 
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Table 14. (continued) 
variable Job title of N ~ 0 Mean std. 
Community Dev. 
College 
Administrator 
President 14 8.90 3.14 0.86 
v. President 18 11.40 3.17 1. 04 
F23 Voc. Dean 35 22.30 3.43 0.92 
Voc. Dept. Head 79 50.40 3.16 1.13 
Missing Cases 11 7.00 
------
Total 157 100.00 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
President 14 8.90 2.57 1.02 
V. President 18 11.40 3.16 1.15 
F24 Voc. Dean 35 22.30 3.23 0.94 
Voc. Dept. Head 79 50.40 3.24 1.18 
Missing Cases 11 7.00 
------
Total 157 100.00 
Research question four 
Which organization (the area education agencies, commu-
nity colleges, the Department of Education, professional 
organizations, the regents universities, or regional planning 
councils) should be the primary provider of leadership to the 
community college? 
When administrators responded to the question as to which 
organization should be the primary provider of leadership to 
the community colleges, the top three in order of most often 
88 
picked were community colleges, Department of Education, and 
professional organizations. Figure 18 depicts the top three 
choices and the percentage of administrators who chose each 
organization. 
Community Colleges 65% 
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.. . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . 
Others 16% 
Top Th ree Choices 
Prof.Org. 6% 
Dept. of Ed. 13% 
Figure 18. Administrators' top three choices as to which orga-
nization should be the primary provider of lead-
ership to the community colleges 
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The 16% of the graph labeled other is made up of the fol-
lowing choices: area educational agencies, regents univer-
sities, regional planning councils, and other organizations 
written in by administrators responding to the survey. None 
of the groups in the other category received a percentage of 
response higher than 3.8%. 
Research question five 
The Department of Education says its three functions to 
education are leadership, regulation, and operational ser-
vices. Which of these was chosen most often as number one by 
community college administrators? 
Community college administrators chose leadership as the 
primary function of the DOE. They chose regulation second and 
operational services third. Figure 19 depicts the percentage 
of administrators who chose leadership, regulation, and opera-
tional services. 
Research question six 
Do community college administrators consider planning, 
research, advisory services, coordination of educational ef-
forts, and development of information services to be leader-
ship functions or management functions? 
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The administrators' classification of such activities as 
planning, research, advisory services, coordination of educa-
tional efforts, and development of information services is 
shown in Table 15. Of the administrators responding, 72% 
classified the activities as both management and leadership 
functions. 
Leadership 52% 
Missing 5% 
Regulation 22% 
Operational Services 21 % 
Figure 19. Administrator choices as to what the DOE's primary 
function should be 
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Table 15. Administrator classification of planning, research, 
advisory services, coordination of educational 
efforts, and development of information services 
Type of Function N % 
Definitely Management 9 6.00 
Mostly Management 11 7.00 
Both Management and Leadership 114 72.00 
Mostly Leadership 17 11.00 
Definitely Leadership 3 2.00 
Missing 3 2.00 
------
Total 157 100.00 
Research question seven 
Do community college administrators feel they need to re-
ceive assistance in vocational leadership? 
Administrator response to whether or not they feel a need 
to receive assistance in vocational leadership is depicted in 
Figure 20. The mean and standard deviation for responding 
administrators was 3.59 and 1.03 respectively. 
Table 16 further shows the administrators' responses by 
choice (exceptionally low, below average, average, above 
average, exceptionally high) for the need to receive assis-
tance in vocational education leadership. 
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Figure 20. Need for assistance in vocational education lead-
ership 
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Table 16. Overall administrators' response for the need of 
assistance in vocational education leadership 
Administrator Choice N % 
Exceptionally Low 7 4.50 
Below Average 15 9.60 
Average 39 24.80 
Above Average 67 42.70 
Exceptionally High 27 17.20 
Missing 2 1. 30 
------
Total 157 100.00 
Research question eight 
Do community college administrators feel the DOE is pro-
viding adequate vocational education leadership? 
Administrator response to whether adequate community col-
lege vocational education leadership is being provided is 
depicted in Figure 21. The mean response and standard devia-
tion for responding administrators was 2.37 and .99 respec-
tively. 
Table 17 further displays the administrators' response by 
choice (exceptionally low, below average, average, above 
average, exceptionally high) to whether adequate vocational 
education leadership is provided by the DOE. 
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Figure 21. Adequate vocational education leadership is being 
provided by the DOE 
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Table 17. Overall administrators' response that adequate 
community college vocational education leadership 
is being provided by the Department of Education 
Administrator Choice N ~ 0 
Exceptionally Low 30 19.10 
Below Average 64 40.80 
Average 41 26.10 
Above Average 19 12.10 
Exceptionally High 3 1.90 
------
Total 157 100.00 
Findings for Each Hypothesis 
The following research hypothesis was developed from ques-
tion one and will be addressed hereafter. 
Hypothesis 1 
There is no significant difference in perceived quality of 
leadership when respondents are categorized on the basis of 
gender, age, education, experience, or job title for each 
variable in the Leader Attributes Inventory (LAI). 
Administrator gender category To determine if adminis-
trator gender was related to perceived quality of leadership 
for the LAI, the mean response scores for females and males 
were compared using the t-test for independent samples (see 
Table 18). 
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Table 18. Summary of t-test for perceived quality of leader-
ship for the LA! variables 
Variable N Mean SO SE t-Value OF 2-Tail 
Probe 
Q1 
Female 50 2.82 1.12 .158 2.07 78 .042* 
Male 107 2.45 .87 .084 
Q2 
Female 49 3.22 1.12 .160 3.25 154 .001** 
Male 107 2.64 .99 .096 
Q3 
Female 50 3.08 1.12 .159 2.84 154 .005** 
Male 106 2.59 .93 .091 
Q4 
Female 50 2.78 .98 .138 3.38 154 .001** 
Male 106 2.23 .92 .089 
Q5 
Female 50 2.94 1.17 .165 1. 01 155 .316 
Male 107 2.76 1. 01 .097 
Q6 
Female 49 2.59 1. 01 .146 3.43 154 .001** 
Male 107 2.05 .87 .084 
Q7 
Female 50 2.72 .90 .128 2.19 155 .030* 
Male 107 2.40 .82 .080 
Q8 
Female 49 2.81 .95 .136 1.84 154 .068 
Male 107 2.51 .95 .092 
Q9 
Female 50 2.80 1.01 .143 2.35 154 .020* 
Male 106 2.38 1. 06 .103 
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
** Significant at the 0.01 level 
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Table 18. (continued) 
Variable N Mean SO SE t-Value OF 2-Tail 
Probe 
Q10 
Female 47 2.89 .89 .130 2.60 154 .010** 
Male 107 2.46 .98 .095 
Q11 
Female 48 2.98 .838 .121 1.45 152 .149 
Male 106 2.73 1. 02 .099 
Q12 
Female 50 2.78 1. 09 .155 2.60 154 .010** 
Male 106 2.34 .935 .091 
Q13 
Female 48 2.95 1.11 .160 3.42 153 .001** 
Male 107 2.36 .946 .091 
Q14 49 2.76 .830 .119 2.54 154 .012* 
Female 107 2.41 .764 .074 
Male 
Q15 
Female 46 2.80 .957 .141 2.27 150 .025* 
Male 106 2.42 .946 .092 
At the 0.05 level male administrators rated the DOE 
significantly lower than the female administrators did for the 
following LAI variables: adaptable, open to change (Ql): 
problem-solving (Q7); visionary (Q9); conflict management 
(Q14); and appropriate uses of leadership styles (Q15). 
At the 0.01 level male administrators rated the DOE 
significantly lower than the female administrators did for the 
following LAI variables: achievement-oriented (Q2): enthusias-
tic, optimistic (Q3); courageous risk-takers (Q4): decision-
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making (Q6); accountable (Q10); motivation (Q12); and coaching 
(Q13) • 
Administrator age category To determine if adminis-
trator age was related to perceived quality of leadership for 
the LAI variables, the mean response scores for the different 
age groups were compared using the one-way analysis of vari-
ance procedure. Based on the results of analysis, the null 
hypothesis was accepted since no significant differences were 
found between administrator age groups for any of the LAI 
variables (see Table 19). 
Administrator education category To determine if 
administrator education level was related to perceived quality 
of leadership for the LAI variables, the mean response scores 
for the different education level groups were compared using 
the one-way analysis of variance procedure. In addition, if a 
significant F ratio was found using the one-way ANOVA proce-
dure, the Duncan multiple range comparison test was used to 
identify which groups were significantly different from each 
other. 
The results of the one-way ANOVA procedure for all of the 
LAI variables comparing education levels are shown in Table 
20. 
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Table 19. Summary of one-way ANOVA for perceived quality of 
leadership for each LAI variable by administrator 
age 
LAI Number Observed Calculated F Null Hypothesis 
F Ratio Probability 
Q1 .2127 .8875 Accept the Null 
Q2 1.4148 .2407 Accept the Null 
Q3 .6278 .5981 Accept the Null 
Q4 1.1070 .3482 Accept the Null 
Q5 .8616 .4625 Accept the Null 
Q6 .4857 .6927 Accept the Null 
Q7 .1363 .9382 Accept the Null 
Q8 .3770 .7697 Accept the Null 
Q9 1. 7221 .1648 Accept the Null 
Q10 1. 7336 .1625 Accept the Null 
Q11 .8406 .4736 Accept the Null 
Q12 .4110 .7454 Accept the Null 
Q13 .5426 .6538 Accept the Null 
Q14 .1674 .9182 Accept the Null 
Q15 .1346 .9393 Accept the Null 
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Table 20. Summary of one-way ANOVA for perceived quality of 
leadership for each LA! variable by administrator 
education level 
LA! Number Observed Calculated F Null Hypothesis 
F Ratio Probability 
Q1 8.7395 .0000** Reject 
Q2 5.4148 .0014** Reject 
Q3 4.2578 .0064** Reject 
Q4 3.7745 .0120* Reject 
Q5 0.8963 .4446 Accept the Null 
Q6 6.3547 .0004** Reject 
Q7 2.8937 .0372* Reject 
Q8 2.5447 .0583 Accept the Null 
Q9 6.6317 .0003** Reject 
Q10 2.7350 .0457* Reject 
Q11 2.2426 .0857 Accept the Null 
Q12 5.8075 .0009** Reject 
Q13 4.2588 .0064** Reject 
Q14 5.2000 .0019** Reject 
Q15 3.2304 .0242* Reject 
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
** Significant at the 0.01 level 
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Five significant differences were identified between the 
means of the administrators' education levels for the variable 
adaptable, open to change (Q1) (see Table 21). 
At the 0.05 level administrators with a doctoral degree 
rated the DOE significantly lower than administrators with a 
master's degree. Administrators with a master's degree also 
rated the DOE significantly lower than administrators with a 
bachelor's degree. At the 0.01 level administrators with a 
doctoral degree rated the DOE significantly lower than admin-
Table 21. One-way ANOVA and Duncan contrasts for the variable 
adaptable, open to change by administrators' educa-
tion level 
Analysis of Variance (one-way) 
variable/ D.F. Sum of Mean F. F 
Source Squares Squares Ratio Probe 
Ql 
Between Grs. 3 21.44 7.15 8.7395 .0000** 
within Grs. 153 125.11 0.82 
Total 156 146.55 
Duncan Multiple Range Comparison Test 
Mean Ed. Level DR MS BS <BS 
2.1111 DR 
2.5287 MS * 
3.0000 BS ** * 
3.6250 <BS ** ** 
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
** Significant at the 0.01 level 
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istrators with a bachelor's degree or less than a bachelor's 
degree. Administrators with a master's degree rated the DOE 
significantly lower than administrators with less than a 
bachelor's degree. 
Four significant differences were identified between the 
means of the administrators' education levels for the variable 
achievement-oriented (Q2) (see Table 22). 
At the 0.05 level administrators with a doctoral degree 
or master's degree rated the DOE significantly lower than 
Table 22. One-way ANOVA and Duncan contrasts for the variable 
achievement-oriented by administrators' education 
level 
Analysis of Variance (one-way) 
Variable/ D.F. Sum of Mean F. F 
Source Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Q2 
Between Grs. 3 17.02 5.67 5.4148 .0014** 
within Grs. 152 159.31 1. 05 
Total 155 176.33 
Duncan Multiple Range comparison Test 
Mean Ed. Level DR MS BS <BS 
2.5833 DR 
2.6860 MS 
3.3846 BS ** ** 
3.6250 <BS * * 
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
** Significant at the 0.01 level 
103 
administrators with less than a bachelor's degree. At the 
0.01 level administrators with a doctoral degree or master's 
degree rated the DOE significantly lower than administrators 
with a bachelor's degree. 
Four significant differences were identified between the 
means of the administrators' education levels for the variable 
enthusiastic, optimistic (Q3) (see Table 23). 
At the 0.05 level administrators with a doctoral degree 
or master's degree rated the DOE significantly lower than 
Table 23. One-way ANOVA and Duncan contrasts for the variable 
enthusiastic, optimistic by administrators' educa-
tion level 
Analysis of Variance (one-way) 
Variable/ D.F. Sum of Mean F. F 
Source Squares Squares Ratio Probe 
Q3 
Between Grs. 3 12.50 4.17 4.2578 .0064** 
within Grs. 152 148.75 0.98 
Total 155 161. 25 
Duncan Multiple Range Comparison Test 
Mean Ed. Level DR MS BS <BS 
2.5000 DR 
2.6628 MS 
3.1154 BS * * 
3.6250 <BS ** * 
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
** significant at the 0.01 level 
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administrators with a bachelor's degree. Administrators with 
a master's degree rated the DOE ~ignificantly lower than 
administrators with less than a bachelor's degree. At the 
0.01 level administrators with a doctoral degree rated the DOE 
significantly lower than administrators with less than a 
bachelor's degree. 
Three significant differences were identified between the 
means of the administrators' education levels for the variable 
courageous risk-takers (Q4) (see Table 24). 
Table 24. One-way ANOVA and Duncan contrasts for the variable 
courageous risk-takers by administrators' education 
level 
Analysis of Variance (one-way) 
Variable/ D.F. Sum of Mean F. F 
Source Squares Squares Ratio Probe 
Q4 
Between Grs. 3 10.10 3.37 3.7745 .0120* 
Within Grs. 152 135.64 0.89 
Total 155 145.74 
Duncan Multiple Range Comparison Test 
Mean Ed. Level DR MS BS <BS 
2.1111 DR 
2.3721 MS 
2.7308 BS * 
3.1250 <BS * * 
* significant at the 0.05 level 
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At the 0.05 level administrators with a doctoral degree 
or master's degree rated the DOE significantly lower than 
administrators with less than a bachelor's degree. Adminis-
trators with a doctoral degree rated the DOE significantly 
lower than administrators with a bachelor's degree. 
Four significant differences were identified between the 
means of the administrators' education levels for the variable 
decision-making (Q6) (see Table 25). 
Table 25. One-way ANOVA and Duncan contrasts for the variable 
decision-making by administrators' education level 
Analysis of Variance (one-way) 
Variable/ D.F. Sum of Mean F. F 
Source Squares Squares Ratio Probe 
Q6 
Between Grs. 3 15.67 5.22 6.3547 .0004** 
within Grs. 152 124.92 0.82 
Total 155 140.59 
Duncan Multiple Range comparison Test 
Mean Ed. Level DR MS BS <BS 
1.9167 DR 
2.1395 MS 
2.5769 BS ** * 
3.2500 <BS ** ** 
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
** Significant at the 0.01 level 
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At the 0.05 level administrators with a master's degree 
rated the DOE significantly lower than administrators with 
less than a bachelor's degree. At the 0.01 level administra-
tors with a doctoral degree rated the DOE significantly lower 
than administrators with a bachelor's degree or less than a 
bachelor's degree. Also at the 0.01 level administrators with 
a master's degree rated the DOE significantly different than 
administrators with less than a bachelor's degree. 
Two significant differences were identified between the 
means of the administrators' education levels for the variable 
problem-solving (Q7) (see Table 26). 
Table 26. One-way ANOVA and Duncan contrasts for the variable 
problem-solving by administrators' education level 
Analysis of Variance (one-way) 
Variablej D.F. Sum of Mean F. F 
Source Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Q7 
Between Grs. 3 6.19 2.06 2.8937 .0372* 
Within Grs. 153 109.06 0.71 
Total 156 115.25 
Duncan Multiple Range Comparison Test 
Mean Ed. Level DR MS BS <BS 
2.3611 DR 
2.4253 MS 
2.7692 BS 
3.1250 <BS * * 
* 
Significant at the 0.05 level 
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At the 0.05 level administrators with a doctoral degree 
or a master's degree rated the DqE significantly lower than 
administrators with less than a bachelor's degree. 
Five significant differences were identified between the 
means of the administrators' education levels for the variable 
visionary (Q9) (see Table 27). 
At the 0.05 level administrators with a doctoral degree 
or master's degree rated the DOE significantly lower than 
administrators with a bachelor's degree. Administrators with 
Table 27. One-way ANOVA and Duncan contrasts for the variable 
visionary by administrators' education level 
Analysis of Variance (one-way) 
Variable/ D.F. Sum of Mean F. F 
Source Squares Squares Ratio Probe 
Q9 
Between Grs. 3 20.25 6.75 6.6317 .0003** 
Within Grs. 152 154.72 1. 02 
Total 155 174.97 
Duncan Multiple Range Comparison Test 
Mean Ed. Level DR MS BS <BS 
2.1944 DR 
2.4186 MS 
2.8846 BS * * 
3.7500 <BS ** ** * 
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
** Significant at the 0.01 level 
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a bachelor's degree rated the DOE significantly lower than 
administrators with less than a bachelor's degree. At the 
0.01 level administrators with a doctoral degree or master's 
degree rated the DOE significantly lower than administrators 
with a bachelor's degree or with less than a bachelor's de-
gree. 
Two significant differences were identified between the 
means of the administrators' education levels for the variable 
accountable (Q10) (see Table 2S). 
Table 2S. One-way ANOVA and Duncan contrasts for the variable 
accountable by administrators' education level 
Analysis of Variance (one-way) 
Variable/ D.F. Sum of Mean F. F 
Source Squares Squares Ratio Probe 
Q10 
Between Grs. 3 7.53 2.51 2.7350 .0457* 
Within Grs. 150 137.70 0.92 
Total 153 145.23 
Duncan Multiple Range Comparison Test 
Mean Ed. Level DR MS BS <BS 
2.4643 DR 
2.5556 MS 
2.S077 BS 
3.3750 <BS * * 
* significant at the 0.05 level 
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At the 0.05 level administrators with a doctoral degree 
or master's degree rated the DOE_significantly lower than 
administrators with less than a bachelor's degree. 
Three significant differences were identified between the 
means of the administrators' education levels for the variable 
willing to accept responsibility (Q12) (see Table 29). 
At the 0.01 level administrators with a doctoral degree 
rated the DOE significantly lower than administrators with a 
Table 29. One-way ANOVA and Duncan contrasts for the variable 
willing to accept responsibility by administrators' 
education level 
Analysis of Variance (one-way) 
Variable/ D.F. Sum of Mean F. F 
Source Square Square Ratio Probe 
s s 
Q12 
Between Groups 3 16.14 5.38 5.8075 .0009** 
Within Groups 152 140.80 0.93 
Total 155 156.94 
Duncan Multiple Range Comparison Test 
Mean Ed. Level DR MS BS <BS 
2.1111 DR 
2.4419 MS 
2.8077 BS ** 
3.5000 <BS ** ** 
* significant at the 0.05 level 
** significant at the 0.01 level 
110 
bachelor's degree or less than a bachelor's degree. Admin-
istrators with a master's degree rated the DOE significantly 
lower than administrators with less than a bachelor's degree. 
Two significant differences were identified between the 
means of the administrators' education levels for the variable 
coaching (Q13) (see Table 30). 
At the 0.01 level administrators with a doctoral degree 
or a master's degree rated the DOE significantly lower than 
administrators with a bachelor's degree. 
Table 30. One-way ANOVA and Duncan contrasts for the variable 
coaching by administrators' education level 
Analysis of Variance (one-way) 
Variable/ D.F. Sum of Mean F. F 
Source Squares Squares Ratio Probe 
Q13 
Between Grs. 3 12.82 4.27 4.2588 .0064** 
Within Grs. 151 151. 56 1. 00 
Total 154 164.39 
Duncan Multiple Range Comparison Test 
Mean Ed. Level DR MS BS <BS 
2.3056 DR 
2.4419 MS 
3.0800 BS ** ** 
3.1250 <BS 
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
** 
Significant at the 0.01 level 
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Four significant differences were identified between the 
means of the administrators' education levels for the variable 
conflict management (Q14) (see Table 31). 
At the 0.05 level administrators with a master's degree 
rated the DOE significantly lower than administrators with a 
bachelor's degree. At the 0.01 level administrators with a 
doctoral degree rated the DOE significantly lower than admin-
istrators with a bachelor's degree or less than a bachelor's 
Table 31. One-way ANOVA and Duncan contrasts for the variable 
conflict management by administrators' education 
level 
Analysis of Variance (one-way) 
Variable/ D.F. Sum of Mean F. F 
Source Squares Squares Ratio Probe 
Q14 
Between Grs. 3 9.21 3.07 5.2000 .0019** 
Within Grs. 152 89.73 0.59 
Total 155 98.94 
Duncan Multiple Range Comparison Test 
Mean Ed. Level DR MS BS >BS 
2.3056 DR 
2.4419 MS 
2.8462 BS ** * 
3.2500 <BS ** ** 
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
** Significant at the 0.01 level 
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degree. Administrators with a master's degree rated the DOE 
significantly lower than administrators with less than a 
bachelor's degree. 
Three significant differences were identified between the 
means of the administrators' education levels for the variable 
appropriate use of leadership styles (Q15) (see Table 32). 
At the 0.05 level administrators with a doctoral degree 
rated the DOE significantly lower than administrators with a 
bachelor's degree or less than a bachelor's degree. Admin-
Table 32. One-way ANOVA and Duncan contrasts for the variable 
appropriate use of leadership styles by administra-
tors' education level 
Analysis of Variance (one-way) 
variable/ D.F. Sum of Mean F. F 
Source Squares Squares Ratio Probe 
Ql5 
Between Grs. 3 8.59 2.86 3.2304 .0242* 
Within Grs. 148 131.17 0.89 
Total 151 139.76 
Duncan Multiple Range Comparison Test 
Mean Ed. Level DR MS BS <BS 
2.2571 DR 
2.5119 MS 
2.8000 BS * 
3.2500 <BS * * 
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
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istrators with a master's degree rated the DOE lower than 
administrators with less than a bachelor's degree. 
Administrator experience category To determine if 
administrator experience was related to perceived quality of 
leadership for the LAI variables, the mean response scores for 
the different experience level groups were compared using the 
one-way analysis of variance procedure. In addition, if a 
significant F ratio was found using the one-way ANOVA proce-
dure, the Duncan multiple range comparison test was used to 
identify which groups were different from each other. 
The results of the one-way ANOVA procedure for all of the 
LAI variables compared by experience are shown in Table 33. 
Two significant differences were identified between the 
means of the administrators' experience levels for the vari-
able visionary (Q9) (see Table 34). 
At the 0.05 level administrators with 21 years of experi-
ence or more rated the DOE significantly lower than adminis-
. trators with 16-20 years experience or with 1-5 years experi-
ence. 
Administrator job title category To determine if 
administrator job title was related to perceived quality of 
leadership for the LAI variables, the mean response scores for 
the different administrator job title groups were compared 
using the one-way analysis of variance procedure. In addi-
tion, if a significant F ratio was found using the one-way 
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Table 33. Results of ANOVA for the mean experience level re-
sponse by administrators for the LAI variables 
LAI Number Observed Calculated F Null Hypothesis 
F Ratio Probability 
Q1 1. 5906 .1797 Accept the Null 
Q2 1. 2625 .2873 Accept the Null 
Q3 0.8905 .4713 Accept the Null 
Q4 2.0862 .0854 Accept the Null 
Q5 2.4115 .0516 Accept the Null 
Q6 1.8638 .1198 Accept the Null 
Q7 2.1267 .0802 Accept the Null 
Q8 1.1437 .3383 Accept the Null 
Q9 2.9327 .0227* Reject 
Q10 0.6300 .6419 Accept the Null 
Ql1 0.3396 .8509 Accept the Null 
Q12 1. 4074 .2343 Accept the Null 
Q13 1.7039 .1521 Accept the Null 
Q14 1.1415 .3393 Accept the Null 
Q15 1.3410 .2576 Accept the Null 
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
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Table 34. One-way ANOVA and Duncan contrasts for the variable 
visionary by administ~ators' experience level 
Analysis of variance (one-way) 
variable / Source D.F. 
Q9 
Between 
Within 
Total 
Mean 
2.1837 
2.7308 
2.2857 
2.5455 
2.8889 
Grs. 4 
Grs. 149 
153 
Duncan Multiple 
Years of 
Experience 
21+ 
16-20 
11-15 
6-10 
1-5 
21+ 
* 
* 
Sum of Mean 
Sq. Sq. 
12.74 3.18 
161. 76 1. 09 
174.49 
Range comparison 
16-20 11-15 
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
F F 
Ratio Prob. 
2.9327 .0227* 
Test 
6-10 1-5 
ANOVA procedure, the Duncan multiple range comparison test was 
used to identify which groups were significantly different 
from each other. 
The results of the one-way ANOVA procedure for all of the 
LA! variables compared by administrator job title are shown in 
Table 35. 
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Table 35. Summary of one-way ANOVA for perceived quality of 
leadership for each LA! variable by administrator 
job title 
LA! Number Observed Calculated F Null Hypothesis 
F Ratio Probability 
Q1 2.3318 .0767 Accept the Null 
Q2 1. 5339 .2084 Accept the Null 
Q3 2.2351 .0868 Accept the Null 
Q4 3.9097 .0102* Reject 
Q5 0.7318 .5346 Accept the Null 
Q6 2.0724 .1065 Accept the Null 
Q7 1. 5889 .1947 Accept the Null 
Q8 4.3283 .0059** Reject 
Q9 4.8880 .0029** Reject 
Q10 0.5413 .6548 Accept the Null 
Q11 0.3180 .8124 Accept the Null 
Q12 3.6918 .0135* Reject 
Q13 1.4493 .2311 Accept the Null 
Q14 1.9420 .1255 Accept the Null 
Q15 0.6525 .5827 Accept the Null 
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
** Significant at the 0.01 level 
Two significant differences were identified between the 
means of the administrators' job title for the variable coura-
geous risk-takers (Q4) (see Table 36). 
At the 0.05 level the administrator job title president 
rated the DOE significantly lower than the administrator job 
title dean or the job title department head. 
117 
Table 36. One-way ANOVA and Duncan contrasts for the variable 
courageous risk-takers by administrators' job title 
Analysis of Variance (one-way) 
variable/ D.F. Sum of 
Source Squares 
Q4 
Between Grs. 3 10.64 
within Grs. 142 128.87 
Total 145 139.51 
Duncan Multiple Range 
Mean 
1. 6923 
2.1667 
2.4000 
2.6000 
Job title 
Pres. 
Vice P. 
Dean 
opt. Hd. 
Pres. 
* 
* 
Mean 
Squares 
3.55 
0.91 
Comparison 
Vice P. 
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
F. 
Ratio 
3.9097 
Test 
Dean 
F 
Prob. 
.0102* 
opt. Hd. 
Three significant differences were identified between the 
means of the administrators' job title for the variable in-
sightful (Q8) (see Table 37). 
At the 0.05 level the administrator job title president, 
job title vice president, and job title dean rated the DOE 
significantly lower than the administrator job title depart-
ment head. At the 0.01 level the administrator job title 
president rated the DOE significantly lower than the adminis-
trator job title department head. 
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Table 37. One-way ANOVA and Duncan contrasts for the variable 
insightful by adminis~rators' job title 
Analysis of Variance (one-way) 
Variable/ D.F. Sum of Mean 
Source Squares Squares 
Q8 
Between Grs. 3 11.62 3.87 
Within Grs. 142 127.12 0.90 
Total 145 138.75 
Duncan Multiple Range Comparison 
Mean Job title Pres. Vice P. 
2.0714 Pres. 
2.2778 Vice P. 
2.4412 Dean 
2.8500 Dpt. Hd. 
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
** Significant at the 0.01 level 
F 
Ratio 
4.3283 
Test 
Dean 
F 
Prob. 
.0059** 
Dpt. Hd. 
** 
* 
* 
Two significant differences were identified between the 
means of the administrators' job title for the variable vi-
sionary (Q9) (see Table 38). 
At the 0.05 level the administrator job title president 
and job title vice president rated the DOE significantly lower 
than the administrator job title department head. At the 0.01 
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Table 38. One-way ANOVA and Duncan contrasts for the variable 
visionary by administrators' job title 
Analysis of Variance (one-way) 
Variable/ D.F. Sum of Mean F F 
Source Squares Squares Ratio Probe 
Q9 
Between Grs. 3 15.21 5.07 4.8880 .0029** 
Within Grs. 142 147.23 1.04 
Total 145 162.44 
Duncan Multiple Range comparison Test 
Mean Job title Pres. Vice P. Dean opt. Hd. 
1. 8571 Pres. ** 
2.1111 Vice P. * 
2.4000 Dean 
2.7848 opt. Hd. 
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
** Significant at the 0.01 level 
level the administrator job title president rated the DOE 
significantly lower than the administrator job title depart-
ment head. 
Two significant differences were identified between the 
means of the administrators' job title for the variable moti-
vation (Q12) (see Table 39). 
At the 0.05 level the administrator job title president 
and job title vice president rated the DOE significantly lower 
than the administrator job title department head. 
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Table 39. One-way ANOVA and Duncan contrasts for the variable 
motivation by administrators' job title 
Variable/ 
Source 
Q12 
Between Grs. 
within Grs. 
Total 
Analysis of Variance (one-way) 
D.F. 
3 
142 
145 
Sum of 
Squares 
10.88 
139.51 
150.39 
Mean F 
Squares Ratio 
3.63 3.6918 
0.98 
Duncan Multiple Range comparison Test 
Mean 
2.0000 
2.0556 
2.3529 
2.7000 
Job title 
Pres. 
Vice P. 
Dean 
opt. Hd. 
Pres. 
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
Vice P. Dean 
F 
Probe 
.0135* 
opt. Hd. 
* 
* 
The following research hypothesis was developed from 
question two and will be addressed hereafter. 
Hypothesis 2 
There is no significant difference in perceived quality 
of leadership when respondents are categorized on the basis of 
gender, age, education, experience, or job title for each 
variable in the The First Condition Education Report (FCER). 
Administrator gender category To determine if admin-
istrator gender was related to perceived quality of vocational 
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leadership for the FCER variables, the mean response scores 
for females and males were compared using the independent t-
test (see Table 40). 
At the 0.01 level male administrators rated the DOE 
significantly lower than female administrators did for the 
Table 40. Summary of independent t-test for perceived quality 
of leadership for the FCER variables according to 
gender 
Variable N Mean SO SE t-Value DF 2-Tail 
Probe 
F18 
Female 45 2.76 1.11 .166 2.65 64 .010** 
Male 107 2.27 .80 .077 
F19 
Female 45 2.42 1.03 .154 1. 32 63 .19 
Male 106 2.19 .72 .070 
F20 
Female 49 3.20 1.14 .162 1. 01 76 .316 
Male 107 3.02 .89 .086 
F21 
Female 46 3.09 .96 .142 1. 47 151 .145 
Male 107 2.86 .84 .081 
F22 
Female 47 2.96 .96 .139 1.42 152 .159 
Male 107 2.73 .91 .088 
F23 
Female 49 3.39 1. 27 .182 1. 32 72 .192 
Male 107 3.12 .92 .089 
F24 
Female 49 3.00 .68 .097 0.47 152 .640 
Male 105 2.94 .72 .070 
** significant at the 0.01 level 
122 
following FCER variable: The DOE initiates research for voca-
tional education (F18). 
Administrator age category To determine if adminis-
trator age was related to perceived quality of leadership for 
the FCER variables, the mean response scores for the different 
age groups were compared using the one-way analysis of vari-
ance procedure. No significant differences were found between 
administrator age groups for any of the FCER variables (see 
Table 41). 
Administrator education category To determine if 
administrator education level was related to perceived quality 
of leadership for the FCER variables, the mean response scores 
Table 41. Summary of the one-way ANOVA for perceived quality 
of leadership for each FCER variable according to 
administrator age 
LA! Number Observed Calculated F Null Hypothesis 
F Ratio Probability 
F18 1. 9590 .1227 Accept the Null 
F19 1. 5416 .2062 Accept the Null 
F20 0.9586 .4140 Accept the Null 
F21 1. 7323 .1628 Accept the Null 
F22 1.9715 .1207 Accept the Null 
F23 1.1388 .3354 Accept the Null 
F24 0.4839 .6939 Accept the Null 
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for the different education level groups were compared using 
the one-way analysis of variance.procedure. 
In addition, if a significant F ratio was found using the 
one-way ANOVA procedure, the Duncan multiple range comparison 
. test was used to identify which groups were significantly 
different from each other. The results of the one-way ANOVA 
procedure for each of the FCER variables compared by education 
level are shown in Table 42. 
Table 42. Summary of one-way ANOVA for perceived quality of 
leadership for each FeER variable according to 
administrator education level 
LAI Number Observed Calculated F Null Hypothesis 
F Ratio Probability 
F18 2.7998 .0421* Reject 
F19 .9913 .3987 Accept the Null 
F20 .5661 .6381 Accept the Null 
F21 .6897 .5597 Accept the Null 
F22 2.2120 .0891 Accept the Null 
F23 .6537 .5818 Accept the Null 
F24 .7282 .5366 Accept the Null 
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
Two significant differences were identified between the 
means of the administrators' education level for the following 
variable: The DOE initiates research for vocational education 
(F18) (see Table 43). 
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Table 43. one-way ANOVA and Duncan contrasts for the variable 
initiates research for vocational education by 
administrators' education level 
Analysis of Variance (one-way) 
Variable/ D.F. Sum of Mean F F 
Source Squares Squares Ratio Probe 
F18 
Between Grs. 3 6.92 2.31 2.7998 .0421* 
within Grs. 148 121. 97 0.82 
Total 151 128.89 
Duncan Multiple Range comparison Test 
Mean Ed. Level DR MS BS <BS 
2.2778 DR 
2.3571 MS 
2.5417 BS 
3.2500 <BS * * 
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
At the 0.05 level administrators with a doctoral degree 
or a master's degree rated the DOE significantly lower than 
did the administrators with less than a bachelor's degree. 
Administrator experience category To determine if 
administrator experience level was related to perceived qual-
ity of leadership for the FCER variables, the mean response 
scores for the different experience level groups were compared 
using the one-way analysis of variance procedure. 
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No significant differences were found between adminis-
trator experience level groups for any of the FCER variables 
(see Table 44). 
Administrator job title category To determine if 
administrator job title was related to perceived quality of 
leadership for the FCER variables, the mean response scores 
for the different job title groups were compared using the 
one-way analysis of variance procedure. 
Based on the results of analysis, the null hypothesis was 
accepted since no significant differences were identified 
between administrator job title groups for any of the FCER 
variables (see Table 45). 
Table 44. Summary of one-way ANOVA for perceived quality of 
leadership for each FCER variable according to 
administrator experience level 
LA! Number Observed Calculated F Null Hypothesis 
F Ratio Probability 
F18 .1723 .9523 Accept the Null 
F19 .1199 .9752 Accept the Null 
F20 1. 9524 .1048 Accept the Null 
F21 1. 6359 .1683 Accept the Null 
F22 1. 4131 .2324 Accept the Null 
F23 .2082 .9335 Accept the Null 
F24 1. 0265 .3956 Accept the Null 
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Table 45. Summary of one-way ANOVA for perceived quality of 
leadership for each FCER variable by administrator 
job title 
LAI Number Observed Calculated F Null Hypothesis 
F Ratio Probability 
F18 1. 0920 .3548 Accept the Null 
F19 .3520 .7877 Accept the Null 
F20 .9509 .4179 Accept the Null 
F21 1. 2452 .2958 Accept the Null 
F22 1.8341 .1437 Accept the Null 
F23 .5762 .6316 Accept the Null 
F24 1. 4982 .2177 Accept the Null 
Hypothesis 3 
None of the LAI variables contributes to the prediction 
that adequate community college vocational education leader-
ship is being provided by the DOE as perceived by community 
college administrators. 
The hypothesis was tested with multiple regression using 
a stepwise method to enter the variables into the prediction 
equation with a significance level set at 0.05. The stepwise 
method identified the following five LAI variables: coaching 
(QI3), decision-making (Q6), courageous risk-takers (Q4), 
motivation (QI2), and willing to accept responsibility (Qll). 
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Table 46 displays the five LA! variables used to predict 
an administrator's perceived adequacy of leadership provided 
by the DOE. The equation developed from the stepwise method 
accounted for 69.9% of the variance. 
Table 46. summary of regression procedure for LA! predictors 
of quality vocational leadership 
Variable Multiple R2 % of variance B 
R accounted for 
(accumulative) 
coaching .70211 .49296 49.30 .222766 
Decision-making .77596 .6021l. 60.2l. .182858 
Courageous risk- .80793 .65275 65.28 .273018 
takers 
Motivation .82506 .68072 68.07 .211148 
Willing to .83473 .69678 69.68 .166078 
accept 
responsibility 
Constant -.252750 
The stepwise procedure produced the following regression 
equation: 
Y = 
X13 = 
X6 = 
X4 = 
Y == .222766X13 + .182858X6 + .273018X4 
+ • 211148X12 + .166078Xll - .252650 
predicted quality leadership is being provided 
coaching 
decision-making 
courageous risk-takers 
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X'2 = motivation 
x" = willing to accept responsibility 
Chapter V will include the summaries, discussions, and 
conclusions of the findings presented in Chapter IV as they 
pertain to the research questions and hypotheses in Chapter I. 
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CHAPTER V: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The preceding four chapters of this study dealt with the 
introduction, review of literature, methodology, and analysis 
of data of the study. Chapter Five summarizes the previous 
chapters, draws conclusions, and discusses findings. 
Summary 
The central purpose of this study was to determine the 
quality of vocational education leadership provided by the 
Iowa Department of Education to the fifteen merged area commu-
nity colleges as perceived by community college administra-
tors. 
The objectives of this study were the following: 
1. To establish a quality rating of the Iowa Depart-
ment of Education vocational leadership based on 
the Leader Attributes Inventory. 
2. To establish a quality rating of the Iowa Depart-
ment of Education's vocational leadership based on 
the Iowa DOE leadership criteria published in The 
First Condition of Education Report. 
3. To describe the wide diversity of Iowa community 
college administrators according to the following 
demographic characteristics: 
a. Age 
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b. Gender 
c. Education level 
d. Years experience as a community 
college administrator 
e. Job title of community college 
administrator 
4. To determine which organization the community col-
lege administrator feels should be providing lead-
ership to the community colleges. 
The population of this study consisted of Iowa community 
college administrators as identified by the state of Iowa 
Department of Education/Division of Community Colleges/Bureau 
of Technical and vocational Education. 
within this population, four administrator job title 
categories were identified: 
President/Chancellor/Superintendent 
Vice Presidents 
Deans/Assistant Deans 
Department Heads/Directors/Chairpersons 
The division of the administrators into these four job title 
categories was based on the general administrative hierarchy 
structure of the Iowa community colleges. The total number of 
administrators identified in these four categories was 212. 
Due to the size of this group of administrators, the total 
population was used for the study. 
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Of the 212 administrators who were sent the survey in-
strument, 82% (174) returned the instrument. Of the 174 re-
turned, 157 were usable. 
Research question one 
The demographic data of community college administrators 
can be summarized as follows: 
1. Most administrators were males (67%). 
2. Forty-three percent of the administrators were be-
tween 46 to 55 years of age. 
3. Administrators with master's degrees made up the 
largest group of community college administrators 
(56%) . 
4. Administrators with 16 to 20 years of experience 
comprised the largest group of community college 
administrators (32%). 
5. Fifty-one percent of the administrators were depart-
ment heads. 
Research question two 
The combined mean and standard deviation of administra-
tors response for the fifteen LAI variables was 2.58 and .98 
respectively. 
For each of the LAI questions the mean response for 
females was higher than for males. 
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The age group 55 plus gave the Iowa DOE the highest 
rating for the following LAI var~ables: achievement-oriented; 
enthusiastic, optimistic; courageous risk-takers: communica-
tion: problem-solving; insightful; accountable: willing to 
accept responsibility; motivation: coaching: conflict manage-
ment; and appropriate uses of leadership styles. The age 
group 36 to 45 years rated the Iowa DOE the lowest for the 
following variables: adaptable, open to change: communication: 
accountable: willing to accept responsibility: motivation: 
coaching; conflict management: and appropriate uses of leader-
ship styles. 
The higher the level of education attained by the admin-
istrator the lower the response score to the following LAI 
variables: adaptable, open to change; achievement-oriented: 
enthusiastic, optimistic; courageous risk-takers; communica-
tion: decision-making; problem-solving; insightful; visionary; 
accountable: motivation: coaching: conflict management; and 
appropriate uses of leadership styles. 
The experience group 1 to 5 years rated the Iowa DOE the 
highest for the following LAI variables: adaptable, open to 
change: achievement-oriented: enthusiastic, optimistic; commu-
nication: problem-solving; insightful: visionary: willing to 
accept responsibility; motivation; conflict management; and 
appropriate uses of leadership styles. The experience group 
11 to 15 years rated the Iowa DOE the lowest for the vari-
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abIes: adaptable, open to change; achievement-oriented; 
enthusiastic, optimistic; decisi~n-making; problem-solving; 
accountable; willing to accept responsibility; conflict man-
agement; and appropriate uses of leadership styles. 
The presidents rated the Iowa DOE the lowest for these 
LAI variables: adaptable, open to change; achievement-ori-
ented; courageous risk-takers; communication; decision-making; 
problem-solving; insightful: visionary: accountable: motiva-
tion; conflict management: and appropriate uses of leadership 
styles. The vice presidents rated the Iowa DOE the lowest for 
enthusiastic, optimistic; willing to accept responsibility; 
and coaching. The department heads rated the Iowa DOE the 
highest for the following LAI variables: adaptable, open to 
change; achievement-oriented; enthusiastic, optimistic; coura-
geous risk-takers; communication; decision-making; problem-
solving; insightful; visionary; motivation: coaching; conflict 
management; and appropriate uses of leadership styles. 
Hypothesis 1 
There is no significant difference in perceived quality 
of leadership when respondents are categorized on the basis of 
gender, age, education, experience, or job title for each 
variable in the Leader Attributes Inventory (LAI). 
When administrators were categorized by gender, the null 
hypothesis was rejected for the following LAI variables: 
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adaptable, open to change; achievement-oriented; enthusiastic, 
optimistic; courageous risk-takers; problem-solving; vision-
ary; accountable: willing to accept responsibility; motiva-
tion; coaching; conflict management; and appropriate uses of 
leadership styles. The null hypothesis was rejected because 
males rated the DOE significantly lower than females did. 
When administrators were categorized by age, the null 
hypotheses were accepted for all of the LA! variables. 
When administrators were categorized by education level, 
the null hypothesis was rejected for these LA! variables: 
adaptable, open to change; achievement-oriented; enthusiastic, 
optimistic: courageous risk-takers: decision-making: problem-
solving; visionary; accountable; motivation; coaching; con-
flict management; and appropriate uses of leadership styles. 
The null hypothesis was rejected because the administrator 
mean responses differed statistically between certain educa-
tion level groups. 
When administrators were categorized by experience level, 
the null hypothesis was rejected for the LA! variable vision-
ary because the administrator mean response differed statisti-
cally between certain experience level groups. 
When administrators were categorized by job title, the 
null hypothesis was rejected for these four LA! variables: 
courageous risk-takers; insightful; visionary; and motivation. 
The null hypothesis was rejected because the administrator 
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mean responses differed statistically between certain job 
title groups. 
Research question three 
The combined mean and standard deviation for all adminis-
trators responding to the survey's questions based on the FCER 
was 2.83 and .93 respectively. 
The seven FCER questions included the following: initiate 
research for vocational education, fund research for vocation-
al education, provide advisory services, provide coordination 
of educational services, provide development of information 
services, provide consultants who are readily available, and 
provide consultants who are well qualified. For all seven of 
the FCER questions, females rated the Iowa DOE higher than 
males did. 
Hypothesis 2 
There is no significant difference in perceived quality 
of leadership when respondents are categorized on the basis of 
gender, age, education, experience, or job title for each 
variable in The First Condition Education Report (FCER). 
When administrators were categorized by gender, the null 
hypothesis was rejected for the FCER variable initiate re-
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search for vocational education because males rated the DOE 
significantly lower than females did. 
When administrators were categorized by age, the null 
hypothesis was accepted for all of the FCER variables. 
When administrators were categorized by education level, 
the null hypothesis was rejected for the FCER variable initi-
ate research for vocational education because the administra-
tor mean response differed significantly between education 
level groups. 
When administrators were categorized by experience level, 
the null hypothesis was accepted for all of the FCER vari-
ables. 
When administrators were categorized by job title, the 
null hypothesis was accepted for all of the FCER variables. 
Research question four 
community college administrators chose community col-
leges, the Department of Education, and professional organiza-
tions as the top three organizations that should provide 
leadership to the community college system. 
Research question five 
Community college administrators chose leadership as the 
primary function of the DOE and chose regulation second and 
operational services third~ 
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Fifty-two percent of the administrators chose leadership 
as the primary function of the DOE. 
Research question six 
seventy-two percent of the administrators classified 
activities such as planning, research, advisory services, 
coordination of educational efforts, and development of infor-
mation services as both management and leadership functions. 
Research guestion seven 
The mean response and standard deviation as to the need 
for assistance in vocational leadership was 3.59 and 1.03 
respectively. Twenty-five percent of administrators felt 
there was an average need for assistance, 43% felt there was 
an above average need for assistance, and 17% felt there was 
an exceptionally high need for assistance. 
Research guestion eight 
The mean response and standard deviation as to the DOE 
providing adequate vocational education leadership was 2.37 
and 1.03 respectively. Twenty-six percent of the respondents 
felt that the DOE provided adequate leadership. Forty-one 
percent felt the leadership was below average, and nineteen 
percent felt the leadership was exceptionally low. 
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Hypothesis 3 
None of the LAI variables contributes to the prediction 
that adequate community college vocational education leader-
ship is being provided by the DOE as perceived by community 
college administrators. 
The hypothesis was tested with multiple regression using 
the stepwise method to enter the LAI variables into the pre-
diction equation. The significance level was set at 0.05 and 
the null hypothesis was rejected. The results of the multiple 
regression support that each administrator's perceived ade-
quacy of the DOE's leadership for the Leader Attributes Inven-
tory can be predicted by the following five variables: coach-
ing (Q13); decision-making (Q6); courageous risk-takers (Q4); 
motivation (Q12); and willing to accept responsibility (Q11). 
If an administrator's responses to these five LAI variables 
are entered into the following equation, the administrator's 
perceived judgment of the adequacy of the DOE leadership can 
be predicted. 
Predicted adequacy of DOE leadership = (.222766 * 
coaching) + (.182858 * decision-making) + (.273018 * 
courageous risk-takers) + (.211148 * motivation) + 
(.166078 * willing to accept responsibility) 
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Conclusions 
The following conclusions were made from the results of 
the data presented in Chapter IV. 
Demographic characteristics 
Females outnumbered men in the 26 to 35 years age group, 
the 1 to 5 years and 6 to 10 years experience groups, and the 
bachelor's degree group. Females comprised about half of the 
department head positions. This study indicates that women 
are currently being hired for community college administrator 
entry level positions on an equal basis with men. 
Twenty-seven percent of community college administrators 
are in the 55 plus age group. Male administrators with a 
graduate degree and with the job title of either president or 
vice president were the most critical of the leadership pro-
vided by the DOE to the Iowa community college system. They 
were also the most critical of DOE's lack of funding and 
initiation of research in vocational education. It is not 
difficult to predict a demand for well qualified administra-
tors will occur in the next few years as these administrators 
reach retirement age. This large turnover of higher level 
community college administrators with the above views could 
very possibly change the perceived quality of DOE leadership. 
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Leader Attributes Inventory 
The community college administrators' mean response for 
perceived quality of leadership provided by the DOE for the 
Leader Attributes Inventory variables was below average. This 
rating by the administrators indicates a need for leadership 
development at the DOE level. 
The First Condition of Education Report 
The FCER stated that the DOE's leadership activities to 
improve education occur through research, advisory services, 
coordination of educational services, and information ser-
vices. It may be concluded that community college administra-
tors perceive that most of these activities rarely occur or at 
best only sometimes occur. 
Community college administrators perceive the quality of 
leadership provided by the DOE's advisory services through 
readily available and well qualified consultants as the only 
positive leadership activity of the DOE. 
Community college administrators chose leadership as the 
primary function of the DOE with regulation as the second 
function and operational services as the third. 
Administrators overwhelmingly chose community colleges as 
the organization that should be the primary provider of lead-
ership to the community college system, but they also felt a 
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need for assistance in developing leadership at the community 
college level. 
There seems to be an inconsistency in these two findings. 
On one hand, administrators want community colleges to be the 
primary provider of vocational education leadership to the 
community college system. On the other hand, administrators 
want assistance in developing leadership at the community 
college level. These two points appear to contradict each 
other. 
Sixty percent of community college administrators identi-
fied the DOE leadership as inadequate and 26% identified the 
DOE as adequate and 14% identified the DOE leadership as more 
than adequate. Thus the majority of administrators feel the 
DOE'S vocational leadership is inadequate, and steps should be 
taken to improve the DOE leadership. 
Discussion 
The purpose of this study was to determine the Iowa 
community college administrators' perceived quality of leader-
ship provided by the Iowa Department of Education. 
Leadership must be concerned with doing the right things 
while management must be concerned with doing things right. 
Two key leadership attributes (visionary and adaptable, 
open to change) should be the cornerstone of leadership at the 
state department level, but these were rated below average. 
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Hitt (1988) states that vision and the ability to translate 
vision into reality or change is at the heart of leadership. 
Change takes place in one of two ways. One way is 
through trust and truth; the other way is through dissent and 
conflict (Bennis, 1989). 
If change is taking place in the Iowa community college 
system, it appears to be through dissent and conflict as 
evidenced by the findings of this study. 
For an organization to improve, these two cornerstones of 
leadership (vision and change) must be viewed by the followers 
in a most positive manner. Community college administrators 
do not perceive the DOE in a positive manner. 
The higher the organizational level which provides lead-
ership the greater must be the organization's vision and the 
ability to transmit that vision into positive change. Voca-
tional education programs in community colleges must be able 
to react and implement programs that meet the needs of our 
fast-paced ever-changing society in relatively short periods 
of time. The DOE must have the vision to anticipate future 
needs and create and promote the environment that allows 
change to take place. 
Moss, Johansen, and Preskill state the quality of leader-
ship provided by an organization can be measured by the extent 
to which an organization performs the following four tasks: 
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1. inspires a shared vision 
2. fosters collaboration and ownership 
3. exercises power effectively and enables others to act 
4. sets the right external context for the organization 
The Leader Attributes Inventory was developed on the 
basis of the above four principles. A degree of alarm exists 
as one examines the responses of community college administra-
tors to the LAI. The average response was below average. 
If the state of Iowa is to provide quality vocational 
education, the Department of Education must provide much more 
than just adequate leadership. 
Limitations 
The following limitations apply to this study. 
1. The intent of the study was cross sectional in scope 
and not longitudinal in scope over a period of months 
or years. Previous administrator experience may have 
influenced administrator responses therefore making 
their responses longitudinal in nature. 
2. The state director at the time of this study had 
served for less than two years. Thus, there was not 
adequate time for a change in leadership perceptions 
of the DOE to take place. 
3. The reliability coefficient of Moss's study was .72; 
however, this does not guarantee that the reliability 
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coefficient of this study will be that high. This is 
because the revised instrument contained only fifteen 
items, and the original instrument was designed for 
individual leaders and not for specific organiza-
tions. 
4. controversy and criticism surrounded the reappoint-
ment of the state superintendent of schools. The 
publicity could have influenced the responses of 
community college administrators. 
5. Loss of federal and state funding may have influenced 
the administrators' responses. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
Based on the findings and conclusions of this study the 
following recommendations for further research are presented. 
(1) Conduct a study to ascertain the differences in male 
and female administrators' responses to determine why they 
differ so greatly. 
(2) It was recommended by community college administra-
tors that they be the primary provider of leadership to the 
community college system. The reason for this view should be 
examined to find out the why and how this should be accom-
plished. 
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(3) Repeat the study on a national basis to ascertain 
the perceived quality of leadership provided by all of the 
states' departments of education. 
(4) Conduct a study to ascertain the DOE's perceived 
quality of leadership provided by the governor and the state 
legislature. 
(5) Conduct longitudinal studies to ascertain if the 
quality of vocational education is improving. 
(6) Conduct a study to ascertain the needs of community 
college administrators for assistance in leadership training. 
(7) Develop a leadership instrument to measure concep-
tual organizational leader attributes. Have it evaluated by a 
panel of experts and pilot tested prior to collecting data for 
further research. 
(8) Address DOE leadership perception during the period 
of diminishing federal and state financial resources. 
(9) Conduct research to focus on designing a model to 
promote leadership at all educational levels. 
(10) Conduct a study to determine specific leadership 
qualities of individual DOE leaders. 
(11) Conduct a research study to identify the leadership 
attributes of personnel associated with recognized quality 
programs within the community college system. 
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LEADER ATTRIBUTES INVENTORY 
1. Energetic with stamina. I approach my work with great 
energy and have the stamina to work long hours when 
necessary. 
2. Insightful. I reflect on the relationships among events 
and grasp the meaning of complex issues quickly. 
3. Adaptable, open to change. I encourage and accept 
suggestions and constructive criticism from my co-work-
ers and am willing to consider modifying my plans. 
4. Visionary. I look to the future and create new ways in 
which the organization can prosper. 
5. Tolerant of ambiguity and complexity. I am comfortable 
handling vague and difficult situations where there is 
no simple answer or no prescribed method for proceeding. 
6. Achievement-oriented. I am committed to achieving my 
goals and strive to keep improving performance. 
7. Accountable. I hold myself answerable for my work and 
am willing to admit my mistakes. 
8. Assertive, initiating. I readily express my opinion and 
introduce new ideas. 
9. Confident, accepting of self. I feel secure about my 
abilities and recognize my shortcomings. 
10. willing to accept responsibility. I am willing to 
assume higher-level duties and functions within the 
organization. 
11. Persistent. I continue to act on my beliefs despite 
unexpected difficulties and opposition. 
12. Enthusiastic, optimistic. I think positively, approach 
new tasks with excitement, and view challenges as oppor-
tunities. 
13. Tolerant of frustration. I am patient and remain calm 
even when things don't go as planned. 
14. Dependable, reliable. I can be counted on to follow 
through to get the job done. 
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15. Courageous risk-taker. I am willing to tryout new 
ideas in spite of possible loss or failure. 
16. Emotionally balanced. I have a sense of humor and an 
even temperament even in stressful situations. 
17. Committed to the common good. I work to benefit the 
entire organization, not just myself. 
18. Personal integrity. I am honest and practice the values 
I espouse. 
19. Intelligent with practical judgment. I learn quickly 
and know how and when to apply my knowledge. 
20. Ethical. I act consistently with principles of fairness 
and right or good conduct that can stand the test of 
close public scrutiny. 
21. communication (listening, oral, written). 
closely to people with whom I work and am 
nize and clearly present information both 
writing. 
I listen 
able to orga-
orally and in 
22. Sensitivity, respect. I genuinely care about others' 
feelings and show concern for people as individuals. 
23. Motivating others. I create an environment where people 
want to do their best. 
24. Networking. I develop cooperative relationships within 
and outside of the organization. 
25. Planning. I work with others to develop tactics and 
strategies for achieving organizational objectives. 
26. Delegating. I am comfortable assigning responsibility 
and authority. 
27. organizing. I establish effective and efficient proce-
dures for getting work done in an orderly manner. 
28. Team building. I facilitate the development of cohe-
siveness and cooperation among the people with whom I 
work. 
29. Coaching. I help people with whom I work develop knowl-
edge and skills for their work assignments. 
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30. Conflict management. I bring conflict into the open and 
use it to arrive at constructive solutions. 
31. Time management. I schedule my own work activities so 
that deadlines are met and work goals are accomplished 
in a timely manner. 
32. stress management. I am able to deal with the tension 
of high pressure work situations. 
33. Appropriate use of leadership styles. I use a variety 
of approaches to influence and lead others. 
34. Ideological beliefs are appropriate to the group. I 
believe in and model the basic values of the organiza-
tion. 
35. Decision-making. I make timely decisions that are in 
the best interest of the organization by analyzing all 
available information, distilling key points, and draw-
ing relevant conclusions. 
36. Problem-solving. I effectively identify, analyze, and 
resolve difficulties and uncertainties at work. 
37. Information gathering and managing. I am able to iden-
tify, collect, organize, and analyze the essential 
information needed by my organization. 
Moss, J., Johansen, B., & Preskill, H. (1991). 
the Leader Attributes Inventory: An Odyssey. 
Industrial Teacher Education, 28(2), 7-22. 
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TEST-RETEST RELIABILITY CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 
Study 
Liang: 
35 Attributes; 
N = 282; 
2 Week Interval 
Cardinal Stritch: 
37 Attributes; 
N = 38; 
3 Week Interval 
OF LEADER ATTRIBUTES 
Average 
Coefficient 
.78 
.76 
Range 
.64 - .87 
.53 - .89 
Moss, J., Johansen, B., & Preskill, H. (1991). Developing 
the Leader Attributes Inventory: An oddyssey. Journal of 
Industrial Teacher Education, 28(2), 7-22. 
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CRITERIA ITEMS TO MEASURE EFFECTIVE LEADERSHIP PERFORMANCE 
This inventory is a companion to the Leader Attributes Inven-
tory. Below are five questions. For each of the questions 
please indicate how well it describes your manager. This 
should be in the same manager that you rated in completing the 
Leader Attributes Inventory. 
Rating Scale: 
1 - Extremely effective 
2 - Very effective 
3 - Effective 
4 - Slightly effective 
5 - Not effective 
Statement 
E1. Envisions and instills goals and sets high 
ethical standards which reaffirm shared basic val-
ues and which maintain the organization's viability 
in a changing context, i.e., inspires a shared 
vision which helps the organization achieve it's 
next stage of development 
E2. Achieves a workable unity among personnel and 
motivates them toward achievement of organizational 
goals, i. e. , fosters collaboration and ownership 
and recognizes individual and team contributions. 
E3. Plans and manages change efficiently and nur-
tures the strengths of followers to facilitate goal 
directed efforts, i. e. , exercises power effectively 
and enables others to act. 
E4. Serves as a symbol of the group and influences 
beyond the group to achieve mutually workable ar-
rangements, i.e., acts on the environment to set 
the right context for the organization. 
E5. Builds coalitions, mobilizes opinions and se-
cures resources, i. e. , plays the political role. 
Rating 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
Moss, J., Johansen, B., & Preskill, H. (1991). Developing 
the Leader Attributes Inventory: An oddyssey. Journal of 
Industrial Teacher Education, 28(2), 7-22. 
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CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN LEADER ATTRIBUTES AND 
EFFECTIVE LEADERSHIP PERFORMANCE 
Liang: 
35 Attributes; 
N = 282; 
Cardinal stritch: 
37 Attributes; 
.40-.88 
N = 38; 
4 criteria Items 
Average Range 
.70 .56 -.88 
.72 .40 -.88 
5 criteria Items 
Average Range 
.72 .40 -.88 
Moss, J., Johansen, B., & Preskill, H. (1991). Developing 
the Leader Attributes Inventory: An oddyssey. Journal of 
Industrial Teacher Education, ~(2), 7-22. 
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APPENDIX E. 
PERMISSION LETTER 
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
Twin Cities Campus 
October 18, 1991 
Marc R. Shelstrom 
Department of Industrial Education 
and Technology 
114 I Ed. II 
Iowa State University 
Ames, IA 50011-3130 
Dear Mr. Shelstrom, 
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Division of Industrial Education 
Department of Vocational and 
Technical Education 
College of Education 
425 Vocational and Technical 
Educatioll Building 
1954 Buford A ~'enlle 
St. Paul. MN 55108 
You do have my permission to use the Leader Attributes Inventory as a part 
of your masters thesis. I would appreciate receiving a copy of your thesis after it 
is completed. 
Good luck with your study. 
I /' .... 
Verry; truly ypurs, 
I 
Jerome Moss, Jr. 
Professor Emeritus 
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106 Industrial Education Building II 
Iowa state University 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
Date 
Name 
Address 
City, state 
Dear Administrator 
As a graduate student in vocational technical education, I am 
conducting a study to ascertain the quality of leadership 
provided by the Iowa Department of Education to the community 
college vocational education system. 
To complete my research, I am asking community college admin-
istrators like yourself to fill out a leadership survey. This 
survey should arrive in approximately ten days and take less 
than fifteen minutes to complete. Please complete the survey 
when it arrives and return it as soon as possible. 
Thank you. 
Sincerely, 
Marc R. Shelstrom Donald J. McKay, Phd. 
Co-Director of Graduate 
Studies 
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APPENDIX G. 
COVER LETTER AND SURVEY 
Iowa state University 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
October 1, 1991 
Name 
Address 
City, state 
Dear Administrator: 
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I am a graduate student pursuing a master's degree in 
vocational technical education at Iowa state University. I am 
conducting a research study to ascertain the quality of voca-
tional education leadership provided by the Department of 
Education to the Iowa community college system. 
The intent of this study is to describe the quality of voca-
tional education leadership and provide useful information to 
both the community college system and the Department of Educa-
tion. 
In order to complete my research I am asking community college 
administrators like yourself to fill out the enclosed ques-
tionnaire, which should take about fifteen minutes to com-
plete. Your responses to the questionnaire will remain 
strictly confidential. A numerical identification code will 
be used to assure anonymity. The numbering system will be 
used to identify people should requests for the return of the 
survey be needed. The code numbers will be removed November 
30. If at any time you would like to withdraw your responses, 
you are free to do so without prejudice. 
If you would like a copy of the results of this research 
project, fill in the name and address box found on the ques-
tionnaire. This box will be removed immediately upon the 
return of your questionnaire and filed until the results can 
be sent. 
Please complete the survey and return it in the enclosed pre-
addressed and postage-paid envelope. I would like to thank 
you for your cooperation and help. 
Sincerely, 
Marc R. Shelstrom Donald J. McKay, Phd. 
Co-Director of Graduate 
Studies 
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Based upon your current personal opinions and your lead-
ership needs as a vocational administrator in the Iowa commu-
nity college system, please answer the following survey ques-
tions. -
This survey will help to determine the quality of voca-
tional leadership provided by the Iowa Department of Education 
to the fifteen merged area community colleges. When answering 
the questions, think about the vocational leadership provided 
by the Department of Education as it applies to the question 
being considered. 
Instructions 
The following is a list of 15 leadership attributes* you 
will be asked to rate. Think about the Iowa Department of 
Education and the vocational leadership provided to community 
college personnel. For each attribute determine the amount 
that you perceive the Department of Education to possess or 
provide to the community college. 
Use the following scale to give your responses. circle 
the appropriate number. Use only one rating for each attri-
bute. 
1 - Exc Low (exceptionally low) 
2 - Below Ave (below average) 
3 - Ave (average) 
4 - Above Ave (above average) 
5 - Exc High (exceptionally high) 
*LeaderSHIP attributes were developed by Dr. Jerome Moss, professor 
emeritus at the University of Minnesota and leadership project director of 
the National Center for Research in vocational Education. 
Leadership Attributes 
The Iowa Department of Education ... 
1- Adaptable, open to change 1 2 3 4 5 
Encourages and accepts suggestions and constructive 
criticism and is willing to modify plans to meet the 
needs of community colleges. 
2. Achievement-oriented 1 2 3 4 5 
Committed to achieving stated goals and strives to keep 
improving performance within the community college. 
3. Enthusiastic, optimistic 1 2 3 4 5 
Thinks positively, approaches new tasks with excitement 
and views challenges as opportunities. 
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4. Courageous risk-takers 
Is willing to tryout new ideas in spite of possible 
loss or -failure. 
5. Communication 
Listens closely and is able to organize and clearly 
present information both orally and written. 
12345 
1 2 3 4 5 
6. Decision-making 1 2 3 4 5 
Makes timely decisions that are in the best interest of 
the community college by analyzing all available 
information, distilling key points, and drawing 
relevant conclusions. 
l=Exc LOW, 2=Below Ave, 3=Ave, 4=Above Ave, S=Exc High 
The Iowa Department of Education ... 
7. problem-solving 
Effectively identifies, analyzes, and resolves 
difficulties and uncertainties. 
8. Insightful 
Reflects on the relationships among events and grasps 
the meaning of complex issues quickly. 
9. Visionary 
Looks to the future and creates new ways in which the 
community college can develop. 
10. Accountable 
Holds itself answerable for its work and is willing to 
admit mistakes. 
11. Willing to accept responsibility 
Is willing to assume higher level duties. 
12. Motivation 
creates an environment where community colleges want to 
do their best. 
13. coaching 
Helps community college administrators develop 
knowledge and skills needed to improve the community 
college. 
14. Conflict management 
Brings conflict into the open and uses it to arrive at 
constructive solutions. 
15. Appropriate uses of leadership styles 
Uses a variety of approaches to influence and lead. 
1 2 345 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 345 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 345 
1 2 3 4 5 
12345 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Use the above rating scale to answer these two questions. 
I To what extent do you ... I 
16. Feel the need to receive assistance in vocational 1 2 3 4 5 
education leadership at the community college level? 
17. Feel that adequate community college vocational education 1 2 3 4 5 
leadership is being provided by the Department of 
Education? 
For questions 18-24 circle the appropriate response based on the following 
scale. 
1 - never occurs 
2 - rarely occurs 
3 - sometimes occurs 
4 - often occurs 
5 - always occurs 
To what extent does the Iowa Department of Education ... 
18. Initiate research for vocational education? 
19. Fund research for vocational education? 
20. Provide advisory services? 
21. Provide coordination of educational services? 
22. Provide development of information services? 
23. Provide consultants who are readily available? 
24. Provide consultants who are well qualified? 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
25. Rank from highest to lowest the following organizations as to the 
responsibility for providing vocational leadership to community college 
personnel. (#1 = highest, #7 = lowest) 
Area Educational Agencies 
community colleges 
Department of Eduction 
Professional organizations 
Regents universities 
Regional planning councils 
other 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
26. Rank from highest to lowest the following functions of the Department 
of Education. (#1 = highest, #3 = lowest) 
I 
The primary function of the Department of Education should be to provide ... 
leadership 
regulation (i.e., enforce minimum education standards) 
operational services (i.e., distribution of funds) 
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27. Activities such as planning, research, advisory services, coordination 
of educational efforts, and development of information programs are .. 
(Check one of the following.) 
definitely management function 
mostly management functions 
both management and leadership functions 
mostly leadership functions 
definitely leadership functions 
Demographic Factors: Place a check mark on the appropriate line. 
28. Gender 
29. Age 
Female 
Male 
20-25 
26-35 
36-45 
46-55 
56 and over 
30. Education level 
Less than bachelors degree 
Bachelors degree 
Masters degree 
Doctorate 
31. Years of experience as a community college administrator 
1-5 years 
6-10 years 
11-15 years 
16-20 years 
21+ years 
32. Type of community college administrator 
President/Chancellor/Superintendent 
Vice-President 
Vocational Dean/Ass/t. Dean 
Vocational Department Head/Chair/Director 
Other 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: 
Please use tape (not staples) in fastening this survey shut to return it. 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------
NAME: 
ADDRESS: 
CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE: 
